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 This report presents an account of methods of research in FRPSXWHUDVVLVWHGWH[WDQDO\VLV in
the social sciences. Rather than to provide a comprehensive enumeration of all computer-assisted
text analysis investigations either directly or indirectly related to the social sciences using a
quantitative and computer-assisted methodology as their text analytical tool, the aim of this report is
to describe the current methodological standpoint of computer-assisted text analysis in the social
sciences. This report provides, thus, a description and a discussion of the operations carried out in
computer-assisted text analysis investigations.
 The report examines both past and well-established as well as some of the current approaches
in the field and describes the techniques and the procedures involved. By this means, a first attempt
is made toward cataloguing the kinds of supplementary information as well as computational
support which are further required to expand the suitability and applicability of the method for the
variety of text analysis goals.
 ,QWURGXFWLRQ
 7H[WGDWD
 Textual data are a rich source of social information. They are an important resource for the
social analysts to interpret and describe social behavior, structures, values or norms. Text analysis is
significant to social science research and a wide range of techniques has come forth for managing
and handling texts, for coding parts of a text, for developing categorization schemes which are used
for the coding of texts, for describing and coding the relationships between different text elements
and generally for exploring textual data.
 What does one mean by textual data? The general and short answer to this question may be in
the lines of ‘any text which constitutes a relevant and necessary source material for answering the
questions one is interested in’. To be more specific the following are all kinds of textual data that
can be used for sociological text analysis: open responses to questionnaires, newspaper editorials,
commentaries, titles, articles, different kinds of reports, e.g. company annual reports, memos,
newspaper reports, etc., journal articles, advertisements, public speeches, conversations, interviews,
letters, slogans, keywords, etc.1
                                                          
1
 Of course, text is not the only communication medium which can be subjected to content analysis: images, films, videos, music,
dreams are some other media which may be analyzed for content; however, here we restrict ourselves to textual data.
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 Depending on the aims of text analysis, the textual data may belong to a single semantic
domain, e.g. political speeches, or may cut across a number of semantic domains. Furthermore, they
may consist of one particular text type, for example only personal letters or articles or speeches, etc.,
or they may include texts belonging to different text types. A separate factor for compiling a corpus
of texts for analysis concerns the speaker/author dimension: the corpus may contain only those texts
which have been produced by the same speaker/author - and which may or may not belong to
different text types. Alternatively, texts which have been produced by different persons - as in the
case of open responses to questions in social survey - may comprise the text corpus. Which texts are
relevant for the analysis purposes is determined during the project planning, sampling and data
collection phases, which proceed the analysis phase. Sampling is organized around two tasks: define
the universe of relevant text communication to be analyzed and decide whether a full or partial
coverage should be performed. The universe of relevant communication material relates to the kinds
of textual data to be collected and to the kinds of text ‘producers’: source of texts, text types and
speaker or speaker groups (see also section 4.1). Sampling decisions are, then, not only directly
related to the purposes of text analysis in order to base text analysis on relevant and adequate
material, but also directly affect the analysis results.
 What kinds of questions do social scientists ask in relation to the textual material they have
collected? The main objective of text analysis within this research field is not different from the
main objectives of social sciences research in general, namely to arrive at a specific explanation of
social behavior, values, structures or norms. This explanation is directly related - among others - to
explaining how this is manifested in spoken and/or written language. Text analysis in social
sciences does not aim to provide a description of the linguistic features of texts, which are
characteristic of a specific social body, or a complete linguistic text description; such preoccupation
in itself is not interesting for the field. Rather by means of text analysis the social scientist has at
hand a tool which assists her to either GHVFULEH or FODVVLI\ or LQWHUSUHW or PDNH LQIHUHQFHV about
social norms or values or behavior or structures based on a corpus of ‘real’ data, i.e. naturally
produced textual data, representative of, as well as relevant to, the particular context(s) of situation
to be investigated.
 7H[WDQDO\VLV
 There exists a large number of approaches to text analysis in the social sciences: for instance,
content analysis (for an overview see Weber, 1990 also Krippendorff, 1980, Früh, 1991),
concordance analysis (Ellis, 1968 provides a concordance of the works of Shelley), conversational
analysis (Sacks, 1972), computational hermeneutics (Mallery, 1985), qualitative text analysis
(Kelle, 1995, Weitzman & Miles, 1995), discourse analysis (Polanyi, 1985), linguistic content
analysis (Roberts, 1989, 1997a), semantic text grammars (Franzosi, 1987, 1990a, 1990b, 1997),
procedural task analysis (van Lehn & Garlick, 1987), map analysis (Carley, 1993), network analysis
(Roberts & Popping, 1996), proximity analysis (Danowski, 1988), protocol analysis (Ericsson &
Simon, 1984). The advantages of each approach are dependent on the types and amount of texts
analyzed and the questions the analyst has set to answer. Even with a single approach variations
regarding its application may occur. There is no single technique which is the most appropriate for
all kinds of text analysis.
 In empirical social sciences a dominant text analysis method has traditionally been content
analysis. In fact, content analysis is often used interchangeably with text analysis. Content analysis
is an analytical tool, a method, whose usage is not restricted to the social sciences only, but rather its
application is broader, for instance, content analysis is used in humanities, psychotherapy,
information science, linguistics, etc.
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 As a social sciences method, content analysis belongs to the general field of empirical
research, and empirical text analysis aims at analyzing communication as realized by textual data
(as opposed to numerical/statistical data). Content analysis enables quantitative analysis of large
numbers of texts in terms of what words or concepts are actually used in the texts.
 &RPSXWHUDVVLVWHGWH[WDQDO\VLV
 Computer-assisted content analysis is a special instance of text, and in particular of content,
analysis methodology in the social sciences. According to Zuell HW DO (1991) ‡’LH FXL
FRPSXWHUXQWHUVWW]WH,QKDOWVDQDO\VHXPIDWGDQQLQQHUKDOEGHU,QKDOWVDQDO\VHDOOH9HUIDKUHQEHLGHQHQ
GLH=XRUGQXQJYRQ7H[WPHUNPDOHQ]X9DULDEOHQPLWWHOV$OJRULWKPHQGKHLQGHXWLJIHVWJHOHJWHQORJLVFKHQ
RGHUVWDWLVWLVFKHQ2SHUDWLRQHQJHVFKLHKW· (p. 17) 2. Zuell HWDO (1991) thus see content analysis as a
method which allocates scheme categories to text, based on defined variables. Variables are
indicators of both manifest, e.g. author, social context, etc., and latent constructs. The latter are
constructs which are not already given or cannot be directly extracted, for example, positive,
negative or authoritarian statements. Such variables can be combined with variables of other
methods in order to build up complex models.
 At present, and in contrast to the sixties and seventies when availability of electronic text was
minimal and the conversion of existing text in machine-readable form a complex and time-intensive
process, access to machine-readable text is fairly straightforward, and considerably less complex
and laborious a process. In fact, we are experiencing the benefits (and to a certain extent the
frustrations) of available machine-readable text in abundance. Nowadays, there exists a large
number of electronic text archives containing text data from a large variety of sources and for
various purposes. Moreover, there is a proliferation of on-line text databases with a wide variety of
text material which the analyst can directly access and download for her own research purposes. In
addition to these, there are available text corpora in various languages, full texts of a variety of
publications are made available on-line, there exist numerous archives of the electronic
communication of a variety of discussion groups all of which improve the researchers’ access to text
material they are already in machine-readable form and can in a relatively straightforward manner
be used for computer-assisted text analysis purposes. The possibility to convert printed material in
electronic form fairly fast by using optical scanner readers, although not only as reliably as one
would have hoped for, has increased also the degree of easiness with which the analyst can come
into electronic text material. The suggestions and methods proposed by DeWeese (1976, 1977) for
obtaining machine-readable text a couple of decades ago may nowadays be considered as belonging
to the ‘history’ of the first steps of computer-assisted content analysis.
 With both the increased availability and ease of accessing electronic text computer-assisted,
computer-assisted text analysis becomes steadily important for discovering meaning. This is
coupled with the availability and, to a some extent, the increase of user-friendliness of a variety of
software programs which support text analysis. Furthermore, the number of application contexts of
computer-assisted text and content analysis has increased, ranging from educational purposes
(Eltinge & Roberts, 1993, Eltinge,1997) to multimedia applications (see for instance the work of the
Movie Content Analysis (MoCA) group, Lienhart HWDO 1996, Fischer HWDO 1995) and information
retrieval tasks (Siemens, 1994). These are factors which have significant consequences for text
analysis in general: different techniques are emerging or old ones are put into practice, tested and
their weaknesses are discovered. Moreover, ways to improve or refine established techniques or,
                                                          
2
 English translation: Computer-assisted content analysis covers all content analysis steps for allocating text features
(characteristics) to variables by means of algorithms, that is, explicit, unambiguous logical or statistical operations.
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generally, bring these in tune with the current technological possibilities are proposed, implemented
and tested.
 Recent methods of approach in computer-assisted text and content analysis (see sections 5.4
to 5.8) attempt to improve efficiency as well as answer complex questions by incorporating layers of
different kinds of meta-information or different kinds of linguistic description. The existing model
of assigning properties (categories), which are heuristic rather than conceptually based, to word
forms and counting frequencies of occurrence of these properties is alone not sufficient for the
variety of research questions and application contexts of text analysis. Furthermore, it has been
often demonstrated that content cannot be analyzed without taking into account the general context
of situation a text belongs to. Encompassing, thus, insights from linguistics with regards to
contextual and discourse analysis should benefit the traditional model of computer-assisted content
analysis.
 Attempts to enhance computer-assisted content analysis by incorporating linguistic
information and applying natural language processing techniques are reported in Roberts & Popping
(1996), McTavish HWDO (1997), Nazarenko HWDO (1995), Wilson & Rayson (1993), Franzosi (1987,
1990a, 1990b, 1997) and Roberts (1989, 1997a). They all involve different aspects of either using or
stressing the advantages of using linguistic knowledge for gaining more general and generally PRUH
information for analysis purposes.
 $LPVRIWKHUHSRUW
 This report has two complementary objectives: First, it provides a critical account of the
approaches to computer-assisted text analysis within the social sciences context. Since computer-
assisted content analysis is a particular instance of computer-assisted text analysis which has
dominated methodologically the social sciences context, a short background to the method is
provided and some of its key concepts are explained with the purpose to elucidate both concepts and
methodological decisions discussed in the recent approaches.
 The second objective of this report is to attempt a first assessment of the current
methodological standpoint of computer-assisted text analysis in the social sciences. This assessment
should serve as the basis for determining the kinds of computational requirements for computer-
assisted text analysis methodology in order to support a wide spectrum of investigations.
 2YHUYLHZ
 A brief background to computer-assisted content analysis is provided in the next section
together with some definition of its key issues and aims. Section 3 discusses the relation of content
analysis to general text analysis and elaborates on the possible contributions linguistics can make to
computer -assisted content analysis for the social sciences. Section 4 highlights the basic phases of
computer-assisted analysis methodology. A review of methods of approach is provided in section 5,
which discusses critically well-established as well as new methods. The final section of the report
summarizes the main issues for the future development of computer-assisted text analysis
methodology and the required software to support it which are raised by the variety of the reported
approaches.
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 &RPSXWHUDVVLVWHGFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVVRPH
EDFNJURXQG
 Historically, FRQWHQW DQDO\VLV has been mainly associated with research in journalism. This
research influenced early empirical political science, which strengthened content analysis
methodologically. As reported in Stone HWDO (1966, pp. 24-25) ‡7KHZRUN RI/DVVZHOO /HLWHV DQG
DVVRFLDWHV LQ WKH ¶V SXW ERWK FRQWHQW DQDO\VLV WKHRU\ DQG PHWKRG LQ D PXFK PRUH UHIUHVKLQJ DQG
PHDQLQJIXOSHUVSHFWLYH%DVHGRQDQ H[WHQVLYH EDFNJURXQG LQ WKH VWXG\ RI SURSDJDQGD /DVVZHOO 
WKHLU ZRUN DW WKH 8QLYHUVLW\ RI &KLFDJR DQG DW WKH ([SHULPHQWDO ’LYLVLRQ IRU WKH 6WXG\ RI :DUWLPH
&RPPXQLFDWLRQV DW WKH /LEUDU\ RI &RQJUHVV RIIHUHG D PDMRU RSSRUWXQLW\ WR PDNH DGYDQFHV ERWK LQ
FRQFHSWXDOL]DWLRQ DQG WHFKQLTXH VXPPDUL]HG LQ WKHLU /DQJXDJH RI 3ROLWLFV ·3Although content
analysis practice can be traced back to the previous century with the analysis of Zion hymns (see
Dovring 1954), published groundwork on its theoretical basis can be placed in the time after the
second world war with the work of Lasswell HWDO (1952), Lazarsfeld & Barton (1951), Berelson
1952, or the published results of the Allerton House Conference in 1955, edited by Ithiel de Sola
Pool (Pool, 1959), which attracted the most important content analysis researchers of that time.
 Work on the theory operationalization or building strategies by Osgood, Lasswell, and others
took place in the sixties, which is also the time of the first significant steps towards the
development, usage and exploitation of computers for the purposes of assisting the content analysis
of texts, in other words towards FRPSXWHUDVVLVWHGFRQWHQWDQDO\VLV. Programs such as the General
Inquirer (Stone HWDO. 1966, Zuell HWDO 1989) or WORDS (Iker & Harway 1969) are products of that
time. The approaches to computer-assisted content and text analysis and, the  methodological
considerations which have been developed during the sixties and the key concepts, work and
considerations were presented in the book edited by Gerbner HWDO (1969), which was based on the
Annenberg School content analysis conference, which took place at Philadelphia in 1967.
 A perusal of the approaches reported in the Annenberg School conference book (Gerbner HW
HO, 1969) evidences a contrast between those approaches emphasizing theory operationalization and
whose researchers are interested in using computers to categorize texts by means of coding,
according to a predefined and pre-constructed categorization scheme, those approaches whose
proponents are interested in statistical techniques, for instance, in factor analyzing word counts to
empirically extract the recurrent themes of their text material, and thus are not based on a specific
theory, and those researchers who saw in computerized analysis a potential for a more effective
management and organization of their textual information.
 During the seventies progress on the computer-assisted analysis front is slow. Computer
technology is still not broadly available, not user-friendly, neither affordable nor widely accessible
for the majority of investigators in the social sciences. For the most of the seventies and during the
largest part of the eighties a shift of importance appears to have taken place in content analysis.
Application-oriented work was brought in the foreground, in other words practical research as
opposed to ‘grand theories’. The recent bibliography on text analysis in the social sciences text
analysis shows the focus of attention being on developing and applying a text analysis methodology
which is practical and comprehensive enough for the content analyst to make valid inferences or
comparisons or produce valid descriptions (see for example Früh 1991, Roberts, 1997b, Kabanoff,
1996, McTavish & Pirro, 1990, Geis & Zuell, 1996 among others.
                                                          
3
 Lasswell, H. D. (1927): 3URSDJDQGD7HFKQLTXHLQWKH:RUOG:DU . Knopf, New York.
  /DQJXDJHRI3ROLWLFV was reprinted in 1965 by MIT Press:  Lasswell, H. D., N. Leites and associates (1965): /DQJXDJHRI
3ROLWLFV6WXGLHVLQ4XDQWLWDWLYH6HPDQWLFV. Revised Edition. MIT Press, Cambridge, Mass.
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 As mentioned in the introduction, recent methods of approach attempt to incorporate
linguistic information and account for the relational properties of analyzed concepts. There is an
interest in using linguistic resources and description and integrating artificial intelligence and
natural language processing techniques with computer-assisted content analysis. Some of this work
will be reviewed later on in this report. It is necessary to note that this interest comes as a
consequence of a more intensified and wider application of computer-assisted content analysis,
given on the one hand the technology ‘maturity’ and on the other hand the availability of electronic
text and means for managing it.
 To summarize: although during the sixties effort and optimism was invested in computer-
assisted content analysis as a text analysis instrument, this was not followed on in the seventies,
mainly due to the fact that computer technology was still in main development as well as that
computer access was not broadly possible. Added to that was the fact that machine-readable texts
were scarce and the conversion of written or spoken text into electronic form required great effort.
 In the mid-eighties and early nineties progress has been made towards the development of
computer-assisted text analysis software to support a variety of analysis tasks as well as different
languages, enabling the application of content analysis as a method of text analysis. A variety of
software for both qualitative and quantitative computer-assisted analysis has appeared during this
time: qualitative analysts have come to recognize the advantages of computer technology to support
theory development as well as efficient organizing of their interpretation and qualitative software
(see Weitzman & Miles, 1995, Tesch, 1990) assist in theory building and hypothesis testing,
enabling researchers to mark up (or code) texts, but they are not intended to be used for automatic
coding. Different to qualitative, quantitative-oriented software has a longer tradition, but during that
time it has mainly invested on technology and improving user-friendliness with methodological
issues becoming secondary.
 0RGHVRIFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVDXWRPDWLFPDQXDOLQWHJUDWLRQ
RIFRPSXWHUL]HGDQGPDQXDOFRGLQJ
 Traditionally, content analysis has been distinguished between computer-assisted and manual
content analysis. The main distinction here lies in how the coding is performed: in computer-
assisted analysis the goal is to DXWRPDWLFDOO\ (without human intervention) code specific parts of
text - mainly words - according to a particular categorization scheme. In manual content analysis
(Früh, 1991) coding is not performed automatically; instead a group of human coders performs
PDQXDOO\ the required coding.
 The general research scope and context of content analysis as well as practical aspects, such as
time, costs and experience determine which mode is more appropriate for a given project. A
comprehensive and well worked out check-list to assist the analyst to make the right methodological
decision is provided in Geis (1992). To mention some of the advantages and disadvantages of
computer-assisted analysis in the sense of automatic coding, one disadvantage, given that coding of
words is performed without taking into consideration the context in which they occur, is that
automatic coding can go ‘terribly’ wrong. For that reason word-sense disambiguation procedures are
necessary and work on defining rules to disambiguate homographs, i.e. words like ELW, OLNH, NLQG,
etc. having more than one meaning, is reported as early as in the sixties (see for instance Stone,
1969).
 Additionally, the kind of texts which are best analyzed/coded automatically are those which
are relatively restricted semantically. A principal advantage of automatic coding relates to the
quantity of the text to be analyzed; for very large text corpora one can hardly expect that these can
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be coded within a realistic time schedule and budget without automated coding procedures.
Furthermore, the coding is replicable and explicit, there is no inter-coder variation, plus a number of
pre-tests as well as categorization scheme refinement and modification are possible.
 Nowadays, the traditional distinction between automatic and manual or computer-assisted and
coder-based is steadily becoming blurry. The existence or non-existence of supporting user-friendly
and accessible technology is no longer a constraint for the researchers to use a single mode of
analysis.
 With the development and application of software programs and general computing
environments for content analysis another mode has emerged, namely that of integrating human and
computerized coding. Programs such as the PLCA (Program for Linguistic Content Analysis) which
supports Roberts’ method of linguistic content analysis (Roberts, 1989, 1997a) or the MECA (Map
Extraction, Comparison, and Analysis) suite of programs which support the map analysis approach
(Carley, 1988, 1993, Carley & Palmquist, 1992) are examples of computer-assisted content analysis,
where coding integrates automatic and on-line coding by coders.
 We distinguish here between the above computer-assisted approaches and those ones, which,
although termed computer-assisted (for instance, the computer-assisted analysis work reported in
Franzosi, 1987, 1990a), the coding is performed by human coders in an interactive, on-line mode
with the computer recording the coding. We see these approaches as categorized under the manual
mode of content analysis and not under automatic or integrative modes.
 A final point to make, concerns the research reporting on either the assessment of the
effectiveness of this coding mode, e.g. Franzosi (1990b, 1995), or on increased reliability and
replicapility, e.g. Carley (1988) , or on comparing the manual and computer-assisted coding, e.g.
Morris (1994), Hohnloser HW DO (1996). Such work provides valuable information to the content
analysis researcher for choosing the appropriate analysis mode.
 )UHTXHQF\RIRFFXUUHQFHZRUGOHPPDVFKHPHFDWHJRU\
 In computer-assisted content analysis, the frequency of a word form as it appears in a text
corpus is a predominant source of information. The frequency of occurrence of a word is used to
indicate the important or recurrent themes in a text or a corpus of texts and it may form the basis for
empirically determining scheme categories and dictionary entries (see section 4.3 below).
Lemmatization, whereby different word forms are grouped under one lemma, may be applied and
the frequencies of lemmas may then be taken into account. Often, however, it is the overall
frequency of occurrence of the word form and not of the lemma which is used for analysis.
 Furthermore, the single word form constitutes typically the coded instance, the latter being the
basis of interpretation. Multi-word phrases or idioms are considered as one unit only if they have
been entered as multi-word forms in the dictionary used for coding. Consequently, the frequency of
occurrence of scheme categories is based on single words which have been coded according to the
scheme categories.
 The dependence on or importance of the frequency of occurrence of words has been criticized
as a deficiency by a number of researchers since the early days of computer-assisted content
analysis: Goldhamer (1969), for instance, argued that ,QWKHSDVWFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVKDVEHHQUHVWULFWHG
WRZRUGFRXQWLQJDQGFORVHO\UHODWHGRSHUDWLRQVDOWKRXJKLWKDVEHHQFOHDU WKDW WUHDWPHQWRI WKHRYHUDOO
EURDGPHDQLQJRIDWH[WLVDSUHUHTXLVLWHIRULWVVDWLVIDFWRU\DQDO\VLV7KLVFRQFOXVLRQKDVDULVHQIURPWKH
IDLOXUH RI FRPSXWHUL]HG FRQWHQW DQDO\VLV WR GHDO ZLWK DVSHFWV RI QDWXUDO ODQJXDJH VXFK DV DPELJXLW\
PHWDSKRUDQGKXPRU:HDVFULEHWKLVIDLOXUHWRWKHIDFWWKDWFRPSXWHUL]HGFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVKDVDWWHPSWHGWR
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JRGLUHFWO\IURPWKHWH[WWRWKHLQYHVWLJDWRU¶VVHWRIFDWHJRULHVZLWKRXWWDNLQJLQWRDFFRXQWWKHPHGLDWLRQRI
ODQJXDJHRIEURDGPHDQLQJVHPEHGGHGLQWKHODQJXDJHDQGFXOWXUHDVDZKROH (p. 347).
 Hays (1969) has criticized the theoretical preoccupation for accounting only for frequencies:
7KHRULHVWKDWDFFRXQWRQO\IRUIUHTXHQFLHVRIFHUWDLQZRUGVRUFODVVHVRIZRUGVRUIRUWKHDVVRFLDWLRQRI
FHUWDLQ FRPELQDWLRQV RIZRUGV DUHZHDN WKDW LV SRRU WKHRULHV (p. 65). He dismisses the model of
assigning properties (categories) to words and counting frequencies of occurrence of these
properties as insufficient: ‡7KHFRQWHQWRIDPHVVDJHVKRXOGEHDQDO\]HGLQWHUPVRIZKDWKDVJRQHEHIRUH
LQWHUPVRIWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHPHVVDJHDQGZKDWWKHVHQGHUDQGUHFHLYHUDOUHDG\NQRZV· (Hays,
1969, p. 66).
 One should consider, however, the general research scope and aims of analysis: one should
not be too hasty to dismiss a method that may provide valid information about recurring themes in a
large body of electronic textual material if that is in fact the purpose of the analysis project. For
instance, the approach suggested by Iker & Harway (1969) for empirically recognizing and
analyzing major content themes of a large amount of electronic text (see section 5.2), selects for
analysis a subset of the total of the corpus types based on their high frequency of occurrence. Iker
(1974) acknowledges that this is not necessarily to be interpreted as the sole criterion for selecting
such subset: instead he states that  ‡$IUHTXHQF\FULWHULRQWKHQLVQHHGHGEXWRQO\WRVHWDORZHUERXQG
EHORZ ZKLFK ZRUGV DUH QHLWKHU HYDOXDWHG QRU VHOHFWHG· (p. 314). Although a frequency criterion
ensures the inclusion of high-frequency words as well as the exclusion of low-frequency words, if
one is interested in identifying how words are associated then high frequency words have no
information about how they associate with others: ‡,QGHHGZRUGVZLWKYHU\KLJKIUHTXHQF\WHQGWREH
DVVRFLDWLRQDOO\ LPSRYHULVKHG LI DZRUGVDOZD\VRFFXUV LHDSSHDUV LQDOO VHJPHQWVDQGGRHV VRZLWKD
UHODWLYHO\IODWIUHTXHQF\LWWHQGVWRUHODWHSRRUO\WRPRVWRWKHUZRUGVVLQFHWKHUHLVQRZD\WRFRQWUDVWLWV
‡XSVDQGGRZQV·ZLWKWKRVHRIRWKHUZRUGV2QWKHRWKHUKDQGZRUGVZLWKYHU\ORZIUHTXHQFLHVQHHGWREH
DYRLGHGVLQFHWKH\LQYROYHSRWHQWLDOO\XQVWDEOHUHODWLRQVKLSV· (Iker, 1974, p. 314).
 Whereas Hays (1969) is interested in incorporating semantic and contextual knowledge for
analysis, dismissing as weak analysis based on frequency, Iker (1974) demonstrates how frequency
information can be utilized for particular analysis aims. Clearly, different research questions and
application contexts require or motivate different analysis techniques which may or may not profit
from frequency information. Whereas for a specific analysis within a particular research context
frequency information might be of primary importance, it might be a poor indicator for another.
 4XDOLWDWLYHDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHDQDO\VLV
 During the earlier days of content analysis Lasswell HWDO (1952) declared that ‡7KHUHLVFOHDUO\
QRUHDVRQIRUFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVXQOHVVWKHTXHVWLRQRQHZDQWVDQVZHUHGLVTXDQWLWDWLYH· (p. 45). Berelson’s
(probably most) quoted definition of content analysis states that ‡&RQWHQW DQDO\VLV LV D UHVHDUFK
WHFKQLTXH IRU WKH REMHFWLYH V\VWHPDWLF DQG TXDQWLWDWLYH GHVFULSWLRQ RI WKH PDQLIHVW FRQWHQW RI
FRPPXQLFDWLRQ·(Berelson 1952, p. 18). Also Cartwright (1953) defining content analysis states that
‡:HSURSRVHWRXVHWKHWHUPV‡FRQWHQWDQDO\VLV·DQG‡FRGLQJ·LQWHUFKDQJHDEO\ WRUHIHU WR WKHREMHFWLYH
V\VWHPDWLFDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHGHVFULSWLRQRIDQ\V\PEROLFEHKDYLRU· (p. 424).
 The quantitative requirement for content analysis has stressed the importance and relevance to
analysis of the frequency with which words or themes appear in a body of texts. It has been clearly
demonstrated by Holsti (1969, pp. 7-9) that restricting content analysis to frequency counts presents
theoretical and practical problems and that measures other than frequency may be useful. The term
quantitative may take on many meanings, no one of which will be most suitable for every type of
research.
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 As a counter requirement to quantitative, qualitative analysis is an act of interpretation which
is not based on measurement of frequencies of occurrences or statistical significance tests. Although
the quantitative-qualitative distinction is not a trivial one, in computer-assisted analysis its rigidity
may appear rather artificial in nature. It is well accepted that rigorous quantitative studies may use
non-numerical procedures at various stages in the research such as the initial selection of categories,
or check face validity of the quantitative results after coding has been performed. Besides
quantitative results may highlight qualitative aspects of the text which might have escaped
otherwise the researcher’s scrutiny. In that sense the requirement for a qualitative as opposed to
qualitative analysis appears to be a ‘shadow’ dichotomy. In fact, rather than dichotomous attributes,
quantitative and qualitative fall along a continuum (Lazarsfeld & Barton, 1951) instead. It was
noted by Holsti in the end of sixties that ‡WKHTXDQWLWDWLYHUHTXLUHPHQWKDVRIWHQEHHQFLWHGDVHVVHQWLDO
WR FRQWHQW DQDO\VLV ERWK E\ WKRVH ZKR SUDLVH WKH WHFKQLTXH DV PRUH VFLHQWLILF WKDQ RWKHU PHWKRGV RI
GRFXPHQWDU\DQDO\VLV DQGE\ WKRVHZKRDUHPRVW FULWLFDO RI FRQWHQW DQDO\VLV· (Holsti 1969, p. 5). He
suggested, however, and this appeared to be accepted until the time of his writing by the research
community that ‡WKHFRQWHQWDQDO\VWVVKRXOGXVHTXDOLWDWLYHDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHPHWKRGVWRVXSSOHPHQWHDFK
RWKHU,WLVE\PRYLQJEDFNDQGIRUWKEHWZHHQWKHVHDSSURDFKHVWKDWWKHLQYHVWLJDWRULVPRVWOLNHO\WRJDLQ
LQVLJKWLQWRWKHPHDQLQJRIKLVGDWD· (Holsti, 1969, p. 11).
 This complementarity between quantitative and qualitative analysis is by now accepted, for
instance see Früh (1991), McTavish HWDO (1995), Kabanoff (1996), among others, or encouraged as
in Evans (1996). To give an example, Kabanoff (1996) talking about the advantages of text analysis
(in his article text analysis is shortened to TA) for organizational behavior research states that: ‡2QH
RIWKHEHQHILWVRI7$LVWKDWLWFRPELQHVGHVLUDEOHFKDUDFWHULVWLFVIURPZKDWDUHJHQHUDOO\FRQVLGHUHGWZR
VHSDUDWHHYHQLQLPLFDOUHVHDUFKWUDGLWLRQVTXDOLWDWLYHDQGTXDQWLWDWLYHUHVHDUFK%\DOORZLQJXVWRGHDO
V\VWHPDWLFDOO\ZLWKDQGWRTXDQWLI\ZKDWDUHQRUPDOO\FRQVLGHUHGTXDOLWDWLYHGDWDVXFKDVGRFXPHQWVDQG
LQWHUYLHZV7$KHOSVDGGUHVVWKHFULWLFLVPVRIVWHULOLW\DQGODFNRIUHOHYDQFHWKDWDUHVRPHWLPHVGLUHFWHGDW
WUDGLWLRQDOTXDQWLWDWLYHIRUPVRIUHVHDUFK$WWKHVDPHWLPH7$SHUPLWVWKRVHRIXVZKREHOLHYHWKDWLQWKH
HQGEHLQJDEOHWRTXDQWLI\DSKHQRPHQRQLVGHVLUDEOHWRFRQYHUWTXDOLWDWLYHGDWDWRDTXDQWLWDWLYHIRUP·
(p. 5). It is important to stress here that computer-assisted analysis may support the combination of
the two approaches.
 As a final point of clarification, it may be suggested that the emphasis on the quantitative
aspect of analysis relates more to the fact that content analysis belongs to the empirical research
tradition and by this one refers to the provable, systematic, objective, data-based approach, rather to
the pure counting of words that it has often been accused for. If quantitative, as a concept or feature,
is at all to be used for the definition of content analysis, then it should not mean the mere counting
of words or relevant scheme categories, but rather as put by Kriz (1978) ‡TXDQWLWDWLY EHGHXWHW
JHUDGH GLH 0|JOLFKNHLW NRPSOH[H 6WUXNWXUHQ KLQUHLFKHQG HLQIDFK LQWHUVXEMHNWLY ]X EHVFKUHLEHQ 
YHUJOHLFKEDUGHU$EELOGXQJRUFKHVWUDOHUDNXVWLVFKHU.ODQJNRPSOH[HPLWWHOVGHU1RWHQ LQHLQHU3DUWLWXU·
(p. 49).4
 7KHUHODWLRQRIFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVWRWH[WDQDO\VLV
 Text analysis is a general field of practice defined within and employed by a large variety of
disciplinary fields. With regards to content analysis, text analysis is the general or overarching field
of activity. The purposes of text analysis differ depending on discipline. The difference in purposes
influences the methodology used. Content analysis is viewed either as a method or a theory or a set
of techniques for providing interpretations of texts (for the latter see Deese, 1969). This may explain
                                                          
4
 English translation: quantitative means exactly the possibility, to adequately describe complex structures in an objective manner
- comparable to the illustration of orchestral acoustic music complexes in the middle of the notes of a music score.
=80$$UEHLWVEHULFKW1U

the non-agreement about the analysis output as well the misunderstanding one can observe between
different researchers within one discipline or across disciplinary fields. Mayntz HWDO (1978) argue
that different from the linguistic text analysis, in content analysis one’s aim is to discover and
categorize the content or PHDQLQJof certain linguistic configurations - words, word combinations,
sentences, etc. Of course, other disciplinary fields (linguistics, psychology, literary criticism) also
define meaning extraction and categorization as their aim. The difference lies in the interpretation
framework for analysis. For example, in functional linguistics a specific aim of text analysis is to
provide a categorization of noun phrases according to a number of functional categories, such as
‘agent’, ‘medium’, etc. For political scientists engaged in text analysis noun phrases - if at all
categorized or analyzed as noun phrases - become interesting after they have been categorized as
prosecutors, accused, victims, etc.
 7KHµPHDQLQJ¶RIWH[WLQFRQWHQWDQDO\VLV
 A great amount of effort and time has been invested in analyzing texts (of a variety of text
types) in the social sciences. Nevertheless very little has been written on how text is to be defined in
the field. One of the exceptions is Goldhamer (1969), who provides a definition for WH[W, GRFXPHQW
and ZRUG within the General Inquirer approach.
 Kripppendorff (1969) explaining the analytical problem of content observes that “WKH
DQDO\WLFDOSUREOHPLVWRLQIHUHQWLDOO\OLQNDYDLODEOHREVHUYDWLRQVWKHUDZGDWDRULQVKRUWWH[WWRVSHFLILF
HYHQWV EHKDYLRU RU SKHQRPHQD DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK WKH VRXUFH” (my emphasis). In his view, ‘available
observations’, ‘raw data’ and ‘text’ denote the same. He explains in a footnote that text is not meant
in the restricted sense of it referring to “OLQJXLVWLFH[SUHVVLRQVLQZULWWHQIRUP”,but rather he proposes a
more general notion of text: “WKH WHUPPD\ UHIHU WR D YDULHW\ RI GDWD WKH ‡WH[WXUH· RIZKLFK EHFRPHV
DSSDUHQWWKURXJKLWVLGHQWLILDEOHDQGGLVWLQJXLVKDEOHFRQVWLWXHQWV” (p. 8). Although some consideration
has already been given into the nature of the data the notion of texture remains nevertheless vague.
 One uses content analysis to analyze what is referred to as “communications
messages”(Barcus 1959), “messages” (Holsti 1969), “texts”, “records”, “data” or “content data”, to
give some examples. All these may involve such texts as interviews, editorials, advertisements, etc.
No systematic attention is paid into what kind of consequences these particular ‘texts’ have for the
analysis with regards to the linguistic features which characterize them as particular instantiations of
texts. In fact, it is unclear whether the consideration of whether there are particular consequences
due to the kinds of texts selected for analysis is made at all. Some analysts appear to be conscious of
this failing: Goldhamer (1969) observed that an issue which “UHODWHV WR WKH DYDLODELOLW\ DQG XVH RI
DGHTXDWHLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHWH[WDQGLWVFRQWH[W and points that “GHFRGLQJWH[WLVVRVXEWOHDWDVNWKDW
LQIRUPDWLRQDERXWODQJXDJHDQGLQIRUPDWLRQDERXWWKHFRQWHPSRUDU\ZRUOGRIWKHVRXUFHDUHUHTXLUHG”for
the performance of computerized content analysis programs. Linguistic information as information
about the particular context of situation analyzed and the domain the text belongs to are meant to be
important; however, in computer-assisted content analysis in social sciences no information is
provided about whether these types of information have been considered during analysis or in what
concrete way(s) they have been exploited, for instance what their role has been in the definition of
the categorization scheme or the categorization process itself.
 Admittedly, considerations about what kinds of texts are to constitute the basis of text analysis
are related to the sampling phase; of course,  analysis of texts follows the sampling phase. Although
the reporting of text analysis results always includes information about the specific kinds of texts
analysis has been based on, for example as editorials, comics, interviews, etc., in general, the
concept ‘text’ is used to cover all these, that is source textual data, different text types and each
single text. Moreover, although the information about the broad text types (if more than one text
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type are analyzed) is recorded and provided, differences between the distinct kinds of language
material collected which are due to the texture or text characteristics of this material are not taken
into consideration, or if indeed they are, both selection criteria and process are not transparent.
 In general, the notion of text as a particular unit of analysis with its own specific features
which depend on semantic domain, speaker/writer, lexical choice, text structure devices - all aspects
of investigation in linguistics - is missing. Often the concepts ‘data’ and ‘text’ are used as
synonyms; the fact that the ‘text data’ may consist of a single text or a number of texts, which
perhaps belong to different text types or semantic domains, that the structure of the texts may vary,
all factors which influence the language used does not appear to play a significant role for analysis
or at least it is not reported as significant. It is nevertheless certain that different texts, depending on
the domain and text type they belong to have different characteristics which are represented in the
choice of the vocabulary, intonation, grammatical structures, cohesion devices, etc. And these
distinctions contribute to the value of text interpretation.
 Furthermore, if one is to construct one's own categorization scheme for analysis (as opposed
to using an already constructed scheme or dictionary) it is acknowledged that the types of texts
which are collected for analysis play a crucial role for the development of the categorization
scheme. However, both decisions related to specific text features of the selected data which play a
crucial role for the construction of a categorization scheme and those which concern the testing and
modification or refinement of a scheme, are rarely described in the literature and, therefore, do not
appear significant for the presentation of one’s analysis methodology and results. With regards to
the analysis or coding per se, one cannot determine whether specific text features have been taken
into account and, if so, what kind of consequences they have for the analysis results (for an
exception see Franzosi, 1995, and section 5.8). In other words, one can observe a lack of
transparency with regards to text specific information in the presentation of specific analyses or
methodologies of performed analyses.
 &RQWHQWDQDO\VLVDQGOLQJXLVWLFWKHRULHV
 Broadly - albeit informally - stated the purpose of content analysis is to “dig out meaning”.
The meaning that one attributes to a text depends on one’s theory. To try to answer in a generally
acceptable - in the sense of cross-disciplinary - manner the question of what a text or part of a text
really means is impossible not to mention uninteresting for research purposes. How meaning is
defined is dependent on one’s theoretical frame of reference. This, in turn, is what determines the
categorization scheme to be used for analysis. To use again linguistics as our example, analysis of a
sentence involves the determination of the kind of process the verb can be categorized to, e.g. as
‘mental’ (e.g. to think) or ‘material’ process (e.g. to build), whether the noun phrase being the
subject of the sentence is an ‘agent’, an ‘actor’ or ‘medium’. The social scientist using content
analysis, on the other hand, makes the kinds of classifications she believes are most useful to her,
i.e. those which are relevant to her theory and the hypotheses she intends to test and those of
practical use in analyzing the kinds of texts in which she is interested. The linguistic analysis is
obviously different from the categorization involved in the social sciences analysis, where such
categories may be involved as, for example ‘aggression’, ‘positive’, ‘success’, ‘time’, where part of
speech categorization may be insignificant and where nouns, verbs and adjectives may be lumped
together in a single category denoting, for example, success.
 In the early fifties, Lasswell HW DO argued that “7KHUH LV \HW QR JRRG WKHRU\ RI V\PEROLF
FRPPXQLFDWLRQE\ZKLFKWRSUHGLFWKRZJLYHQYDOXHVDWWLWXGHVRULGHRORJLHVZLOOEHH[SUHVVHGWRPDQLIHVW
V\PEROV7KHH[WDQW WKHRULHV WHQG WRGHDOZLWKYDOXHVDWWLWXGHVDQG LGHRORJLHVDV WKHXOWLPDWHXQLWV QRW
ZLWKWKHV\PEROLFDWRPVRIZKLFKWKH\DUHFRPSRVHG7KHUHLVDOPRVWQRWKHRU\RIODQJXDJHZKLFKSUHGLFWV
WKHVSHFLILFZRUGVRQHZLOOHPLWLQWKHFRXUVHRIH[SUHVVLQJWKHFRQWHQWVRIKLVWKRXJKWV· (Lasswell HW
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DO, 1952, p. 49, emphasis in bold my own). A bit less than 15 years later Philip Stone and his
colleagues commented that “8QIRUWXQDWHO\DOWKRXJKRXUVFLHQWLILFWKHRULHVPD\OHDGXVWRWKHFRQFHSWV
ZHZLVKWRVWXG\ZHODFNDQDGHTXDWHWKHRU\RIODQJXDJHWRGLUHFWXVLQILQGLQJWKHDOWHUQDWLYHVLJQVWKDW
H[SUHVVDSDUWLFXODUFRQFHSW,QDVLWXDWLRQZKHUHVRPHWKLQJLVWREHVDLGWKHUHLVQRWKHRU\WRWHOOXVZKDW
ZRUGVZLOOEHXVHGWRVD\LW7REHXVHIXOVXFKDWKHRU\ZLOOKDYHWRFRPELQHVSHFLILFNQRZOHGJHRIWKH
LQGLYLGXDO VSHDNHU DQG WKH SHUFHLYHG VRFLDO VLWXDWLRQ WRJHWKHU ZLWK D JHQHUDO NQRZOHGJH RI
ODQJXDJH”(Stone HWDO, 1966, p. 10, emphasis my own).
 It is doubtful - if at all desirable - that a theory of language will get to the point to provide
falsesafe rules about all the exact words which may be used to express a certain thing. Moreover, if
we accept that language is not static but instead it develops with time, and that words which are
used to express particular concepts at a certain time point cease to mean the same or are not used at
all or are attached with different connotations, that new words are constantly coined or borrowed
and added in the language vocabulary, then this expectation appears unrealistic. A realistic
expectation instead, is to have a language theory which provides us with the parameters or the
‘tools’ to discover and describe the different ways of expressing the same thing according to such
factors as (among others) mode of communication, interpersonal aspects and choice of text type.
That is, a theory which can provide an account of how (a) language functions and describes its
potential for realizing meaning.
 In what concrete ways can then theoretical linguistics and natural language processing
techniques contribute to computer-assisted  the text analysis in social sciences? On the one hand,
they can offer a general and ‘neutral’ meta-language as a basis for further analysis and coding. On
the other hand, they can provide surface analysis - part of speech tagging, noun phrase
categorization or extraction, event extraction and categorization, complement argument structures,
all of which may be used for further processing to support the social scientists’ interpretation and
description purposes; natural language processing techniques can also offer guidance and
experience for dictionary construction (see relevant work on indexing, thesaurus development,
machine readable dictionaries, semantic nets) as well as a framework for discovering and describing
functional (semantic) information. They can offer already constructed general-language lexical
resources to complement such resources as categorization schemes and dictionaries which have
been constructed specifically for the analysis purposes of a sociological investigation. All in all,
computational linguistics work as for example in computational lexicography, information
extraction or parsing can be advantageous for social scientists performing content analysis. It must
be stressed, however, that language theories and natural language processing methods and programs
are not intended to do ‘meaning analysis’ as defined in content analysis.
 &RPSXWHUDVVLVWHGDQDO\VLVPHWKRGRORJ\
 Two ideal types may be distinguished in computer-assisted content analysis: one is the
general, ‘a-priori’ type (Zuell HWDO, 1991, p. 15), which relates to the automatic coding based on a
categorization scheme (dictionary) constructed by the analyst according to the theoretical
framework she is working in. The second, the empirical attempt (Zuell HWDO, 1991, p. 15), concerns
the automatic (inductive) extraction of ‘categories’ which are indicative of particular topics or
themes dealt within a specific body of text data, and which may then comprise the scheme
categories to be used for coding. Such automatic extraction is based on the frequency of occurrence
of ‘content’ words and their statistical analysis to determine which words can indicate the categories
which should be used for analysis. Both approaches, however, embrace the phases of data
collection, transcribing, sampling, preparation for processing, the coding itself, validity and
reliability tests for the analysis results and various statistics procedures for the interpretation of the
coded data. The following sections discuss some of these phases.
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 6DPSOLQJWH[WGDWDVHOHFWLRQ
 Given a well-defined research project, the hypothesis(es) it poses and its objective(s), the first
methodological consideration concerns the text material to be analyzed; this concerns the sampling
phase. There are two main questions involved in this first phase in the social sciences: First the
analyst needs to decide what individuals, institutions, channels, receivers, etc. should be taken into
account given the research purpose. The second relates to the decision on whether partial or full
extraction methods should be used, for instance in the questionnaire preparation. To give an
example: If one’s research focuses on the right extremism in France as presented in the press, the
decision could be to collect all news, reports and commentaries which appeared in newspapers in
France, say in 1996, reporting on this matter, or in general all newspaper material of that year. A
different example, leading to different sampling and collection criteria - plus different kinds of texts
- is the analysis of free (open) responses to a survey concerning right extremism of a population
sample of teenagers between 14 to 16 years old.
 With sampling the social scientist is interested in the adequate coverage of ideas or opinions.
Sampling decisions become complicated by the fact that in most - but not all - cases content analysts
aim at inferences, descriptions or findings which are explicitly or implicitly relevant to a larger
communication body or textual basis than the sample which has been analyzed.
 There is a rich literature on sampling methods and types, (stratified sampling, one-stage
sampling, etc.), efficiency of sampling methods, technical aspects of sampling from which the
content analyst can draw advice. To go into the details of this phase would be a diversion from the
purposes of this report. It needs to be borne in mind, however, that sampling is related to the
purposes of analysis and that the decisions made at this phase are directly related to the analysis
results. The reader is also referred to section 3.1. for sampling related issues in connection to
exploiting text features.
 &RUSXVFRQVWUXFWLRQGDWDFRQYHUVLRQLQGH[LQJWDJJLQJ
 The basis of text analysis, i.e. the text data or corpus, may consist of spoken texts, e.g.
interviews, monologues or dialogues during psychotherapy sessions, advertisements, or it may
consist of written texts, e.g. answers to a questionnaire, newspapers articles, letters, etc., or a
combination of written and spoken text material. For computer-assisted analysis the text corpus
needs to be in machine-readable form. Therefore, if the corpus at hand is not machine-readable
already, transcription procedures including development of transcription schemes, scanning and
proofreading techniques are applied.
 Once the text data are electronic, text management is performed. This may vary depending on
the purposes of analysis, available computer tools, technical support, and required level of detail.
Typically, texts are indexed, incorporating ‘text-source-specific’ information: single text or a
collection of texts, line, sentence, speaker, text source, date or time period, language etc. can all be
indexing criteria. Such information can be used for the statistical analysis.
 In computer-assisted text analysis the constructed corpora are rarely - if ever - encoded
according to the ISO standard SGML, i.e. Standard Generalized Markup Language (see ISO, 1986
and Goldfarb, 1990 on SGML, but also Sperberg-McQueen & Burnard, 1994 on the guidelines for
the encoding and interchange of machine-readable texts). SGML has gained a great acceptance in
the last decade for encoding electronic texts as well as assisting in the interchange of electronic
texts. Although a large amount of effort is invested into collecting, transcribing, proofreading, and
preparing the textual sources for computer analysis, no effort is made in producing (or alternatively
making use of already existing) SGML encoded texts, in order to profit from the advantages such
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standard and general document mark up can offer not only for own analysis purposes, but also for
re-usability, sharing and dissemination purposes. In fact, exchange, re-use and/or further exploration
of a constructed corpus by another analyst or group of analysts does not appear to be a
consideration. The possibility of exploiting the structural information of texts or the coding
performed by another analyst by means of re-using and perhaps refining it, as well as the possibility
to perform comparative studies based on the same material is not explored.
 This raises the question about the necessity of a central organization, a kind of social sciences
text data archive. At the moment although numerical data which are the results of sociological
investigations and surveys are archived, administered and made available by such a central
organization in Germany (Zentralarchiv), no analogous organization exists to collect, archive and
administer textual data (questionnaires, texts, interviews, etc.) either on a national or an
international level. The question which arises is whether the non-existence of such an organization
is due to lack of interest in re-usability of textual material either for the purposes of reproducing
existing studies, or as data for secondary analysis purposes. A further consideration to be made
concerns the ‘service’ the social sciences would offer to other disciplinary fields which might make
use of that material, such as pedagogy, psychology, linguistics to mention just a few.
 &DWHJRUL]DWLRQVFKHPHGLFWLRQDU\
 It is acknowledged that content analysis stands or fails depending on the quality of its
categorization scheme (Berelson, 1952). It is to be expected that the validity of the analysis results
depends on the validity of the categorization scheme used for analysis. It is not surprising, therefore,
that the development of the scheme to be used for analysis is a task of primary importance. A
categorization scheme forms the basis of the analysis of content. It contains the categories according
to which portions of texts - typically words, but sometimes also phrases - are coded (tagged). One
can view a scheme as a thematically relevant word list, and often word lists and categorization
schemes are used to denote the same, namely a dictionary. The word or word list for each category
of the scheme is the basis of a dictionary.
 For the development of categorization schemes for content analysis two ‘ideal’ types may be
distinguished:
• a set of relevant categories is developed, which is based on the researcher’s understanding of
the context of situation she is interested in analyzing. According to this scheme, portions of
texts - typically words in computer-assisted analysis as opposed to words or phrases in
conventional content analysis - are coded. In general, the development of a scheme for
interpreting textual data relies on the analyst’s interests, purposes of analysis, intuitions,
expertise and experience. Note that whereas in conventional content analysis the scheme has
to be constructed and finalized before the coding takes place, although some refinement and
modification may follow a pre-test phase, computer-assisted text analysis enables a degree of
circularity with regards to categorization scheme construction and analysis. Key Word In
Context (KWIC) lists are used to check whether the words used for categorization are valid,
unambiguous and exclusive of each other, or whether the categorization performed according
to scheme is error-free and if not what kinds of errors occur, which can be probably
corrected. Analysis examples making use of this approach provided in the General Inquirer
book (Stone HW DO, 1966), the General Inquirer being a program which supports this
approach.
• In comparison with the first type, the second one is not theory-bound, but rather ‘data-
driven’: the categorization scheme is constructed a posteriori, based on the content words of
the textual material. More specifically, one attempts to generate from the available textual
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data those categories which are more relevant or significant for the analysis. The relevance or
significance is equal at a first stage to high frequency of occurrence of words and to clusters
of words at a later stage; by applying particular statistical procedures, such as cluster or factor
analysis for instance, from a(n arbitrary) number of the most frequent words or groups of
‘synonyms’ one generates relevant scheme categories for the analysis purposes. In that sense,
the text corpus itself determines the categorization scheme to be used, based on the
significance (indicated by frequency of occurrence totals) of content words.
 Regarding the a-priori type, the dictionaries used may be specific in which case it is
appropriate for examining a fairly narrow and well-defined issue, such as the Anxiety Theme
Dictionary developed at Ulm University (Grünzig, 1983), or a dictionary may be general, i.e. it is
used for examining general issues, such as the Harvard Third Psycho-sociological Dictionary
(Stone HWDO, 1966). Some well-known dictionaries used in computer-assisted content analysis are
the Lasswell Value Dictionary (Lasswell & Namenwirth, 1968), the Harvard Third Psycho-
sociological Dictionary, or the Regressive Imagery Dictionary (Martindale, 1978).
 &RGLQJ
 Next to categorization scheme development, coding is the other main process of content
analysis: Based on a categorization scheme, words or phrases are given a code. As already
mentioned (section 2.1), depending on the mode of analysis, coding is either an intellectual
(manual) task or partly manual and partly computer-supported, whereby human coders are provided
with on-line support for code assignment, or coding is performed fully automatically. For the latter,
word ambiguity, metaphor usage, pronominal reference and its resolution, etc. are all sources of
complexity.
 Ambiguity relates to polysemy in language. A word or a phrase has more than one meanings
depending on context and usage. For a computer program to decide what is the right meaning and
subsequently assign a text unit to the appropriate code, it needs often to make decisions based on
grammatical features, i.e. what part of speech category a word belongs to, as well as the context of
communication situation, i.e. who the speaker/writer is, what is the topic, what semantic domain the
topic belongs to, what the mode of communication is, etc.
 An important point to make is that coding does not mean that every single word of the text
corpus must be coded; rather only those instances which are relevant to the research goals and relate
to the categorization scheme used. Considering this, an additional source of complexity in
computer-assisted analysis with fully automatic coding is to determine what has QRW be coded, but
VKRXOGKDYHEHHQ coded. Checking coding and evaluating its accuracy does not mean discovering
only the ‘miscodes’, but also discovering those instances which one would expect to be coded as
relevant, but which for some reason have not been coded. Corpus exploration routines are required
for this purpose as well as means for defining search pattern rules (see Alexa & Rostek, 1997)
where hypotheses are tested about sequences of words or phrases and how - or if at all - they have
been tagged.
 In contrast to the above, another necessary check for the accuracy of performed coding relates
to filtering out those instances which have been coded, but in fact should not have been. KWIC
views of the coded texts as well as means for checking the distribution of the immediate context of
the coded occurrences are kinds of support for coding in content analysis.
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 6WDWLVWLFDODQDO\VLV
 In computer-assisted analysis statistical analysis follows coding. Coding has essentially
resulted in reducing the textual data to a meaningful and small amount of numerical values, which
can be further statistically processed.
 The numerical values generated by coding and those variables related to the nature of the
corpus, i.e. texts, speakers, age of speakers, etc., are passed on to statistical packages for statistical
analysis: factor analysis, multidimensional scaling, cluster analysis. The analyst may return to the
textual data - as an iterative process - if the validation, modification and refinement of the scheme
and the dictionary (or dictionaries) used is required. The basic means for exploring the textual data
further is that of obtaining and investigating KWIC displays. What needs to be born in mind is that
analysis in the sense of interpretation or indication of what the codings mean, always means that
some sort of statistical analysis is performed. Interpretation is tightly related to interpreting the
numerical data by applying various statistics.
 In contrast to the manual (coder-based) analysis, it is not unusual in computer-assisted text
analysis that the analyst returns to the coded text corpus either in order to perform a more specific
investigation or to refine/modify her coding. This return is based on the analysis results of the first
‘circle’ of analysis. Given the high costs in both and time and effort, the return to the original data
for further analysis or correction in manual analysis is very unlikely once the textual data have been
coded and prepared for statistical analysis.
 6KDULQJ’LVVHPLQDWLRQDQGUHXVDELOLW\RIFRGHGFRUSXV
FDWHJRUL]DWLRQVFKHPHDQGGLFWLRQDU\
 In general, dissemination of textual data, either raw or coded, does not appear to be a
consideration of text analysis in the social sciences. Text material is collected and coding is
performed, without  application of such means which can support or ensure the reusability of this
corpus by other researchers or for other analytical purposes in the future. The sharing of textual
resources is not discussed in the relevant literature or in the reported specific content analysis
practice.
 As a consequence, it is almost impossible to profit from the effort invested by other
researchers for analyzing very similar or identical textual data, as well as to share already
performed, or proof-read, coding in order to perform further, perhaps secondary, analysis.
Moreover, the lack of provision for reusability of textual data results in difficulty - if not
impossibility - to reproduce analysis and check results, or present comparatively different analyses
according to different methodologies but based on the same corpus. Additionally, as already
mentioned in section 4.2 above, in computer-assisted text analysis projects in the social sciences no
effort is made in producing (or alternatively making use of already existing) SGML encoded texts,
in order to profit from the advantages such standard and general document mark up can offer not
only for own analysis purposes, but also for re-usability, sharing and dissemination purposes.
 5HOLDELOLW\DQGYDOLGLW\
 Concerns about both the reliability, i.e. the dependability, consistency and accuracy of results,
and the testing of the validity, i.e. the degree to which analysis has measured what it is intended to
measure of the performed coding, are unavoidable for text analysis. We shall not go into the details
of both theoretical considerations and their application regarding the reliability and validity phases,
as this is outside the scope of this report. We shall consider only some aspects of  both reliability
and validity, which are directly related to computer-assisted analysis.
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 In manual coding, no matter how explicit and systematic the coding rules are, it is almost
unavoidable, that different coders will make different judgments. The requirement for explicit,
unambiguous, precise categorization which is not subject to variant, individual (human coder)
interpretation is crucial when coding texts. Using automated procedures for that purpose bear clear
advantages over the manual coding. Automatic coding is performed on the basis of explicitly
formulated and unambiguous logical conditions; these are in a sense the externalization of the
analyst’s internal interpretative framework. In order for a program or a system to categorize and
code automatically it has to have some ‘knowledge’ of the concepts and conditions which an analyst
or a group of analysts have and use to understand, and thus interpret, a particular communication
context. In other words, automatic coding depends on the formal expression and representation of
the analyst’s knowledge, in the form of a number of concepts and conditions for their application.
The analyst herself is challenged to understand and describe the interpretation she is seeking for. As
a consequence the application of these expressed formulations for coding text excludes inter-subject
variance.
 Furthermore, a number of studies, e.g. Carley (1988), Franzosi (1990b), Hohnloser HW DO
(1996), etc.,  have shown that on-line coding, that is, not automatic but rather manual coding done
in a computerized environment, bears advantages with regards to the reliability (and validity)
degrees over manual coding.
 Validating the coding, and hence the interpretation performed, entails attempting to ascertain
that the analyst has understood the meaning of the linguistic units (or characteristics) analyzed
exactly as they were meant by those who produced these units. The different kinds of validity (for
example, face or content validity, predicative validity, etc.) and validity tests (for example, expert
validity, known groups validity, etc.) will not be described here, as this a topic in itself, which is
outside the scope of this report. Nevertheless, a point to stress here concerns the advantages and the
added-value of procedures for text (corpus) exploration in computer-assisted text analysis; the
checking of the coding performed as a means for testing validity as well as checking the reliability
of this scheme and the possibilities to correct, refine or develop it. The application of a
categorization scheme is central in content analysis. Validation of a scheme very often requires
means to work with the collected body of texts in an iterative manner. Iterative text analysis can be
efficiently supported in a computer-assisted text analysis environment.
 0HWKRGVRIDSSURDFK&RPSXWHUDVVLVWHGWH[W
DQDO\VLVPHWKRGVLQVRFLDOVFLHQFHV
 In the following sections we present a small number of methods of approach to
computer-assisted text analysis. The reader should not expect a comprehensive list of all
methods; the choice criteria are not motivated by the intention to achieve completeness, but
rather to show the range of variation of the methods. More specifically, the aim of presenting
some of these is
• on the one hand, to survey what is considered as standard for computer-assisted analysis in
the social sciences (sections 5.1 and 5.2) in order to gain an understanding of the main
processes involved, as well as of the changes and the developments that have taken place
over time and,
• on the other hand, to survey some of the methods which have recently been developed and
used, which are indicative of the variety of  approaches and diversity of problems and aims in
the practice in computer-assisted text analysis.
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 7KHµDSULRUL¶W\SH*HQHUDO,QTXLUHU
 Probably the best- and most-known approach to computer-assisted content analysis in the
social sciences is the approach developed by Philip Stone and his colleagues and realized in the
General Inquirer program (Stone HWDO., 1966, Zuell HWDO, 1989). Their approach is representative of
the ‘a priori’ type (see sections 4 and 4.3) for the construction of a categorization scheme and
dictionary.
 According to the General Inquirer approach to computer-assisted content analysis, primary
importance is given to the theory being investigated: the theory determines the overall research
design, the categories and subsequently the rules to be used for coding, as well as the kinds of
inferences that might be drawn from the analysis results. Therefore, the analyst defines what
categories are to be used, and the categorization scheme is determined by the theory used.
 In general, the content analysis procedure is characterized by the following two steps which
interact with each other: first, the specification of content characteristics to be measured and,
second, the application of rules for identifying and recording the characteristics when they occur in
the data. The content characteristics can be measured once they have been coded according to the
dictionary used: a dictionary depicts the collection of content analysis categories the analyst has
been defined. To each category, called ‘tag’ once it has been assigned, belongs at least one word.
The computer tags the text by using those categories. All criteria for coding the text data are explicit
and predetermined.
 For the purposes of reducing the over-all size of the dictionary the following strategy is used:
The computer first looks up a word in the dictionary exactly as it appears in the text, for example,
the words ZDONHG, ZDONV, or ZDONLQJ may each be assigned different categories. If the exact word,
i.e. the grapheme, is not found in the dictionary, then the computer looks for regular prefixes and
suffixes (e.g. -LRQ, -H, -LQJ, etc.), removes them if found and then the word, this time without the
suffix, is looked up in the dictionary list.
 Although the General Inquirer may be compared to a dictionary, as an idea the program is
similar to a thesaurus; it is a set of concepts by which words are grouped as similar or dissimilar.
Each concept is defined by a list of words or phrases and the list of concepts comprises the
dimensions of the thesaurus.5 All words listed in the dictionary that have been defined as
representing a particular concept are assigned a number representing the concept. For example, the
concept ‘SELF’ contains the words ,, PH, PLQH, P\VHOI and all take the number ‘01’.
 The computer processes the data sentence by sentence and each word or phrase in the text is
compared with each word or phrase in the dictionary. At the end of each sentence a string of
numbers representing the concepts found by matching the text and dictionary words and phrases is
assigned to the sentence. All words or phrases which occur in the text but not in the dictionary are
stored in a separate list and can be viewed later.
 The application of rules for identifying and recording the content characteristics when they
occur in the data is significantly assisted by means of defining and performing ‘co-occurrence tests’,
which search for patterns (sequences) of particular categories. The whole pattern rule can then be
assigned a different category. For example, by means of the following test the matching occurrences
to the specified pattern can be tagged according to the specified category:
 IF OCCUR (77) AND (OCCUR (63) OR OCCUR (84)) $ PUT (90) $
                                                          
5
 Note that the method makes no use of a general thesaurus of language - such as the Roget thesaurus or the WordNet semantic
net. Only those concepts of interest to the analyst are used for coding.
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which means “If tag combination 77 and 63 occurs or if tag combination 77 and 84 occurs, then add
tag 90 to the list.”
The General Inquirer approach appears to work well for such analysis tasks relating to theme
analysis, but has been criticized (Carley, 1988, Franzosi, 1990b, among others) as not sufficient for
text analysis tasks where the identification and coding of relations between different themes or
categories is required, or for performing comparisons between texts where one is interested in
finding out how concepts are related and not just how they co-vary across texts6.
 7KHµDSRVWHULRUL¶W\SH,NHU	+DUZD\
 As introduced in section 4.3, Iker & Harway (1969) developed a different approach to the one
represented by the General Inquirer. Both Iker and Harway, psychologists, have concentrated on the
analysis of psychotherapy interviews (communication between a psychotherapist and a patient).
Primary motivation behind their methodology is the attempt to infer what a particular body of
textual data is about, without having to supply a priori categorizations within which the text data are
classified, which is the General Inquirer methodology.
 Their technique concerns the empirical generation of concepts (themes) and not the coding of
textual data. Important for their analysis is to investigate ‡WKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQWKHVXEVWDQFHDQG
WKHVWUXFWXUHRI WKHRUDO FRPPXQLFDWLRQVDPRQJSV\FKRWKHUDSLVWDQGSDWLHQW WKHLU FKDQJHZLWK WLPHDQG
ZLWKSURJUHVVRIWUHDWPHQW·(Iker & Harway, 1969, p. 381).
 Given the above point of departure for their analysis, their technique, as supported by the
WORDS system (Iker & Klein, 1974), aims at obtaining factors which correspond with or indicate
the major content themes of the text data and involves the following sequential process:
1. Divide an input document into “segments”, for instance page, paragraph, (arbitrary) equal
numbers of words, units of interview time.
2. Remove all articles, prepositions, conjunctions and general function words.
3. Reduce all remaining words to their root form, i.e. lemmatization.
4. Group together words which have the same basic meaning and their usage is the same
(synonymization process).
5. Generate a list of the remaining word types, sorted by frequency of occurrence and beginning
with the highest frequency word; down-count the list to reach 215 different types7.
6. Compute an intercorrelation matrix on this subset of 215 word types.
7. Factor analyze the intercorrelation matrix and
8. rotate it to simple structure against a varimax criterion.
 For the intercorrelation matrix the correlation coefficient is used as a measure of the strength
of association between any word pair. The values the correlation coefficient can take range from
+1.00 through 0.00 to -1.00: if the occurrences of two words  are independent of each other, then
they are unrelated and their correlation is approximately zero. If two words relate in that the
presence of one is associated with the absence of the other and vice versa the result is a high
                                                          
6
 For some more points of criticism of the presented approach see also section 5.8.
7
 The total of 215 types is dictated by the system capabilities of that time. As reported in Iker and Harway (1969) "the maximum
matrix with which we can work is 215 variables" (p. 384).
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negative correlation, whereas if two words relate in that they tend to occur together and not to occur
together the result is a high positive correlation.
 The fourth step of the above process, namely synonymization, makes obvious allowances for
subjective judgments, which is what this approach attempts to eliminate. The analyst is required to
make subjective judgments - which are potentially unreliable - and this fact demands to a certain
extent the same effort from the analysts as the a priori categorization approach to content analysis.
As a solution to this problem comes what Iker & Harway (1969) euphemistically called the
‘Untouched from Human Hands (UHH)’ approach.
 According to UHH, synonimization plays a minimal role; ad hoc decisions deriving from the
analyst’s own inspection of the data are avoided and instead a generalized set of rules is applied:
During the pre-factoring phase a large number of words are deleted based on
• what part of speech category they belong too, e.g. articles, prepositions, etc. are removed,
• whether their content is insignificant, e.g. VRUW, VWLOO, EH are examples given in Iker & Harway
(1969),
• certain combinations of words occurring with a specific part of speech category, e.g. NLQG
occurring as noun is deleted whereas as adjective is retained, and finally, the application of what
the authors FDOO‡ORZOHYHORISUHGHWHUPLQHGV\QRQ\PL]DWLRQ·(Iker & Harway, 1969, p. 386),
according to which generic words are created to subsume a set of other related high frequency
words, e.g. ‘NO’ is held as the generic word for the occurrences of QHLWKHU, QHYHU, QRERG\, etc.
 Iker (1974) presents a technique developed for the selection of  the subset of 215 word types
designed to maximize the associational patterns among words, called Sum and Evaluate the Largest
Exponentiated Correlation Terms (SELECT). According to this technique, all words remaining after
the removal of function words and the lemmatization step which have a frequency of equal or
higher than ten are retained for screening. During screening those correlations which they represent
chance events and which should not be considered are removed after application of a significance
test.
 It is stated in Iker (1974) that when working with a large matrix ‡WKHSUREOHPLQXVLQJWKHVL]HRI
D FRUUHODWLRQ VXP DV WKH FULWHULRQ IRU VHOHFWLRQ LV WKH SRWHQWLDO ‡ZDVKRXW· RI D UHODWLYHO\ IHZ ODUJH
FRUUHODWLRQVE\DKRVWRIVPDOOHURQHV$FRUUHODWLRQRIFDQEHRYHUVKDGRZHGE\WKUHHRIRUE\ILYH
RIRUE\RI:LWKDODUJHQXPEHURIZRUGVWKHVLWXDWLRQIRUZKLFK6(/(&7LVLQWHQGHGVD\
HDFKZRUGLVFRUUHODWHGDJDLQVWRWKHUV7KHODUJHPDMRULW\RIWKHVHFRUUHODWLRQVDUHORZDQGWKHUH
LVFRQVHTXHQWO\DVXEVWDQWLDOSRRORIYHU\VPDOOFRUUHODWLRQVDOZD\VDYDLODEOHWRZDVKRXWDIHZODUJHRQHV
RQDJLYHQZRUG,QWHUDFWLQJZLWKWKLVSRRORIVPDOOFRHIILFLHQWVLVWKHIDFWWKDWDZRUGZLWKDIHZYHU\KLJK
FRUUHODWLRQV LQHYLWDEO\ VKRZV PRUH YHU\ ORZ FRUUHODWLRQV WKDQ GRHV D ZRUG ZLWK QR YHU\ KLJK
UHODWLRQVKLSV·(p. 315). The solution to this problem is to increase the size of large correlations at
the expense of smaller ones. It is demonstrated in Iker (1974) that the technique to best achieve this,
i.e. coefficient powering, is by fifth power exponentiation. By means of this technique SELECT
raises the number of words with highest correlations and enables selection of a word list (a word
subset) with higher correlations than those produced by selection based on frequency information.
 The methodological advantages of the Iker & Harway approach are clear: attempt to reduce,
or avoid, intuition as much as possible by extracting empirically the thematically relevant categories
for analysis from the text data themselves as well as attempt to reduce the amount of time consumed
in order to find meaningful concepts and their language realizations.
 On the positive side, if one’s analysis involves a very large body of data, whereby the
extraction of the general themes or topics of the texts is the primary goal of analysis, then this
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method of approach may prove advantageous. Note, however, that it says nothing about the
connections or relations that may exist between the identified themes and, therefore, is not
productive for such analyses where the relations between different themes need also to be identified.
 The main assumption on which the Iker & Harway method of approach, as well as the
WORDS system supporting this approach, rests, namely that‡WKHUHH[LVWVVXIILFLHQWPHDQLQJZLWKLQWKH
ZRUG DQG ZLWKLQ WKH WHPSRUDO DVVRFLDWLRQV DPRQJ DQG EHWZHHQ ZRUGV WR DOORZ WKH HOLFLWDWLRQ RI PDMRU
FRQWHQW PDWHULDOV DQG FDWHJRULHV·(Iker & Harway, 1969, p. 381), essentially claims D VLQJOH word
form denotes meaning but excludes that a sequence of words can denote a single meaning or that a
single meaning is denoted by a word combination (i.e. a lexicalized word sequence). In the pre-
factoring phase articles, prepositions, conjunctions and general function words are removed: this,
however, can result in loss of meaning (and hence content) due to the fact that some part of their
realization expressions is removed. To give a simple example, if one removes the preposition XS
then there is no way detect usage of another meaning as denoted by PDNHXS. It is well-known that
one of the characteristics of language is its combinatorial capacity: words are not only used on their
own, but they form groups with other words to mean something different.
 The dependence on single graphemes may cause significant loss of information and in that
way not be beneficial for the purposes of this approach, as one may overlook, or modify by
overlooking parts of, what the data are about. The question the analyst may pose regarding this
rather ‘materialistic’ view towards a body of texts is: Is the main focus of my analysis the language
used and the meanings expressed in the collected texts, or do I want to perform a dictionary
analysis, which comprises only a part of language used in the collected texts?
 An additional remark concerning the usage of word stop lists is that one should always be
aware of the implicit assumption made when ‘non-content’ words are removed that content can be
assessed in isolation of form.
 Undoubtedly, the attempt to generate empirically the set of themes or, also, a set of categories
to which portions of a text may be allocated is advantageous and by no means criticized here. What
is, however, criticized is how this attempt is realized and presents some of the risks entailed for not
achieving the goal it set out to achieve. Enhancing the presented technique would require means to
check how words are used in context, compare co-occurrence contexts and indicate presence or
absence of identical ‘meanings’ EHIRUH the lemmatization phase. To this end one requires such co-
occurrence check operations, which can compute and extract the local contexts of the words and
detect whether they are identical or not, examining, thus,  the specific language usage of a body of
texts.
 &RQFHSWPDSSLQJ
 Miller & Riechert (1994) describe a method for content analysis, namely FRQFHSWPDSSLQJ. By
means of creating ‘visual maps’ of the most dominant themes for a text data collection, Miller &
Riechert (1994) attempt on the one hand to circumvent the problem of subjective reading and
interpretation and, on the other hand, to speed up the analysis process by generating automatically
those key terms which are dominant in the text collection.
 Miller & Riechert (1994) claim that the concept mapping analysis methodology is designed to
identify important issues and indicate their relationship to one another. Their textual analysis
interest operates in the media analyis domain, where a large body of texts is usually analyzed and
compared.
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 They illustrate their methodology with an example concerning the amount of media reporting
as well as the emphases in the media coverage on the topic of risk of pesticide usage.
 After the sampling and data collection steps and by means of using the VBPro programs to
obtain a frequency list of all words of the collected set of documents, concept mapping applies a
computerized procedure which chooses terms on the basis of their ‡PDWKHPDWLFDOYDOXH· rather than
their subjective meaning. The basic assumption made is that a word is indicative of the theme or
topic of an article to the degree that it has a UHODWLYHO\ high frequency in that article. The VBPro
programs automate this procedure via a Chi-square statistic: the program computes an expected
value for the occurrences of a word in an article based on the percentage frequency of occurrence of
that word in the combined set of all articles. This expected value is then compared with the actual
number of occurrences in the article. These values are used in the usual Chi-square formula, that is,
the difference of the observed and expected values squared, divided by the expected value, and
summed across all cases.
 Calculations of these values for the analysis purposes reported in Miller & Riechert (1994) are
performed for the 1,024 highest frequency terms.8 Terms with high square values are examined and
those which are function words, such as articles, prepositions, conjunctions and auxiliary verbs
which are assumed to carry no substantive meaning although they frequently occur in texts, are
removed. This procedure generated a total of 121 words with the highest chi-square rank which are
used for analysis.
 Each word is tagged for its frequency of occurrence in each article (using the VBPro
programs). Furthermore, each article is coded for the specific magazine it was published. The result
of this coding is a data matrix of 161 rows (one for each article) and 125 columns (1 for each word
and one for each publication source, i.e. each title).
 The coded data set is then the input to the concept mapping procedure: this calculates a matrix
cosine coefficients that is indicative of the degree of co-occurrence of the words comprising the data
set. The largest three vectors for each term of the set are then extracted from the cosine coefficient
matrix. The values of the first vector depend primarily on the frequency and number of co-
occurrences of each term. These values are interpreted as the prominence of that term. The second
and third vectors are interpreted as the dimensions to project the words into a two-dimensional
space.
 In order to make the results easy to understand and avoid having them appear cluttered on a
two-dimensional map, the output of the mapping is cluster analyzed in order to determine the kinds
of themes they indicate. The generated map is based on the average positions of the clusters and
their relative size.
 Miller & Riechert (1994) conclude that the concept mapping methodology is beneficial for
both their specific analysis as well as in general, due to the fact that it readily identifies dominant
themes, their relative importance and their relationship to one another in a format that is quickly
interpretable.
 Note that the concept mapping approach is strictly word-based; in fact it appears that it is
strictly grapheme-based. One is tempted to detect a certain ‘insensitivity’ towards language: no
lemmatization procedure is reported prior to generating the list with the most frequent terms. Since
there is no means for grouping content words referring to the same semantic ‘sphere’ together
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 No details are provided about the particular decision on the total of terms to be considered. Also, no frequency total is provided
to explain what the highest frequency is.
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(farmers, farming, agriculture, etc.), there can be information loss. Although, in principle, the
attempt to extract empirically the topics or themes or categories for analysis bears similarities to the
Iker & Harway (1969) approach (section 5.2), it differs from it in that no synonymization procedure
is performed, i.e. no grouping of semantically similar words is attempted.
 Moreover, no tests are considered to check polysemy of the terms included in the data set: it is
well-known that language is ambiguous: if polysemous usage or, in general, language ambiguities
are not recognized this can easily produce misleading results. No step is reported in the paper on
how to test this. Design and inclusion of additional operations to check whether the local or
immediate contexts in which each the term of the data set is used in the texts under consideration
are identical would enhance this method. This would take specific language usage into account and
benefit from text exploration procedures.
 Additional to being word-based, concept mapping is also part of speech based. Prepositions,
auxiliaries, articles and conjunctions are removed as function words. Similar to Iker & Harway
(1969) the criticism here is that by removing this, without having prior used such operations to test
whether some a group of words (two or more) are used as a single semantic unit, as collocations or
idiomatic phrases. The danger here is that by counting all occurrences of a given word as one
meaning, some meanings are ignored and some meanings are given more importance than they
should have to. Design and implementation of additional operations to check this aspect would
enhance the method.
 0LQQHVRWD&RQWH[WXDO&RQWHQW$QDO\VLV
 McTavish & Pirro (1990) and McTavish HW DO (1995) have developed a computer-assisted
content analysis method for the measurement of the social distance between positions (statuses) in
an organization. Starting from the fact there are evident language-specific, stylistic differences in
the everday interaction of say managers and employees or doctors and patients in organizations such
as firms or hospitals, McTavish and his colleagues suggest to measure social distance between
statuses in organizations by means of analyzing verbatim transcripts of open-ended conversations of
persons of a number of social positions within a particular type of a social institution. Analysis
involves the coding of social perspectives. The differences between scores in terms of social
perspectives is a function of a social distance between different statuses. Each verbatim transcript is
scored for social distance using the computer content analysis program Minnesota Contextual
Content analysis (MCCA), which indicates the similarity to themes characteristic of broader
institutional perspectives.
 Distinguishing feature of the MCCA approach to computer-assisted content analysis for the
coding of textual data is that contextual information is taken into account. The MCCA computer
program entails a dictionary whose construction is typical of the a priori type of categorization
scheme/dictionary construction (see sections 4.3. and 5.1). However, unlike the ‘standard’ content
analysis methodology, the dictionary contains not only conceptual, but also contextual information
since the dictionary is augmented with four different contextual dimensions (vectors), namely
WUDGLWLRQDO, SUDFWLFDO, HPRWLRQDO and DQDO\WLF. Each contextual dimension incorporates a general
idea of social activity and represents a different framework within which specific concepts can
emerge. McTavish & Pirro (1990) find that these dimensions ‡VDWLVI\ VHYHUDO FULWHULD ZH FRQVLGHU
LPSRUWDQWIRUDQ\VHWRIFRQWH[WXDOPDUNHUVXVHGLQVRFLDOVFLHQFHLQYHVWLJDWLRQ·
 Each context comprises a set of categories (117 in total, with one category being the leftover
list of words which have not been categorized), e.g. HPRWLRQDO incorporates the categories ‘Happy’,
‘Pleasure’, ‘Expression Area’ and ‘Self-other’; each category in turn contains typical words or
phrases, e.g. JODGQHVV and UHIUHVKPHQW are typical words for the category ‘Pleasure’. Ambiguous
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words are contextually disambiguated to determine the most appropriate category, and each
category receives some differential weight reflective of its usage in the different contexts.9
 Each word in a text is matched against the concept categories of the dictionary, keeping a
running tally of usage, concept by concept. Conceptual categories tallies are percentaged for each
text by the total words in the text. This total is subtracted from an expected score obtained from a
norm to yield an emphasis score (E-score) for each of the category concepts; these scores are the
basis for conceptual analysis. McTavish & Pirro (1990) give an example of how this is calculated
for the sentence ‘Work like mine keeps me from doing my best’:
 ‡WKHLGHDRIµVHOI¶DSSHDUVWKUHHWLPHVHJPLQHPHP\RXWRIQLQHZRUGVRUSLN ,IWKH
H[SHFWHGRFFXUUHQFHRI WKLVFDWHJRU\ LV3LN  DQG WKHVWDQGDUGGHYLDWLRQRI WKLVFDWHJRU\¶VXVDJH
DFURVVFRQWH[WVLV6L WKHQWKH(VFRUHFDQEHFDOFXODWHGDVIROORZV‡6HOI·(VFRUH 
 7KLVVXJJHVWVWKDWWKHLGHDFDWHJRU\VHOIRFFXUVPRUHIUHTXHQWO\WKDQRQHZRXOGH[SHFW
LIWKHQLQHZRUGVUHIOHFWHGWKHXVXDO(QJOLVKFRQYHUVDWLRQ·
 Contextual scores (C-scores) are also calculated: As each word is identified and classified into
a conceptual category, four cumulative contextual scores are each updated, whereby the updating
procedure uses weights which reflect the UHODWLYHXVH of each category in the four general social
contexts. Accumulated C-scores over a text are standardized. In that way distances between texts
according to the space of the four context categories can be computed and used to express the
proximity of texts to each other. By means of cluster analysis one can display the structure of the
proximity matrix.
 McTavish & Pirro (1990) acknowledge that further theoretical and quantitative work is
needed on linkages between conceptual definitions of key social science variables and patterns of
word usage, as well as on expectations for comparative word patterns across cultures, societies,
institutions, organizations and historic time.
 We may distinguish two major features of the MCCA approach: First, inclusion of contextual
information, although this is by no means (language) theory grounded; the four contextual
dimensions are drawn based on personal judgments and experience rather than being based on a
‘theory of context’. In fact, it would be interesting to investigate whether and to what extent
applying a general theory of context or using lexical semantics would improve the method. The
second feature concerns the consideration of expected frequency of words in general language; this
emphasizes the necessity of taking into account the different contexts of situations. Furthermore, it
acknowledges and exploits the fact that language use differs according to situations, which may
have as a consequence that average frequency of occurrence of some words may be loaded for
certain contexts when matched against some neutral expected standard.
 A recent development (see McTavish HW DO, 1995, Litkowski, 1997) within the MCCA
approach is the correspondence of the MCCA dictionary categories to the WordNet synsets.
WordNet (Miller HWDO, 1993) is a semantic network of about a hundred thousand words, which are
grouped in synsets, that is sets of synonyms. The synsets are connected with one another by a
                                                          
9
 No further information is provided in the relevant literature about how the disambiguation process operates, i.e. manual or
automatic.
10
 SLN is the observed proportion of text in conceptual category L for text N.
11
 As a general norm or expectation for language use in a broad American English conext, McTavish & Pirro (1990) use
probabilities associated with word use. These probabilities  are based on the counts and percentages for the Brown corpus of
American English as provided by Kucera, H. & Francis, W.N. (1967): &RPSXWHUL]HGGLFWLRQDU\RISUHVHQWGD\$PHULFDQ
(QJOLVK. Brown University Press, Providence, RI.
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number of semantic relations, such as antonymy, synonymy, part-of, hyponymy, etc. All WordNet
nouns and verbs are hierarchically organized into about 150 semantic categories. McTavish HWDO
(1995) have shown that MCCA dictionary categories are consistent with WordNet synsets, and that
they appear in fact as supercategories of the WordNet synsets. The usage of the WordNet data is
shown to be advantageous in two main ways:
• it allows the analyst to move from subjective conceptual or contextual groups to more general
semantic groups which reflect fine-grained meanings inherent in particular words and
• it enables the further refinement of the idea categories into semantic components: it is possible to
extend the amount of words that might be associated to an idea category, mainly by identifying
and including the narrower terms (hyponyms).
 Both of these may result in explicit and transparent analysis.
 Litkowski (1997) maintains that tagging with MCCA categories as well as the WordNet
synsets, although valuable, is insufficient. MCCA uses multidimensional scaling (MDS) in order to
produce a map when given a matrix of distances. MDS analysis of C-scores provides a first
characterization of texts and identification of the contextual focus: the analysts may thus identify
concepts and themes that are different and similar in the transcripts analyzed. MDS analysis of the
E-score vectors identifies the primary concepts that differentiate the transcripts analyzed. The
graphical output of analysis is examined in order to label those points with dominant MCCA
categories. The ‘meaning’ of the MDS graph is then described in terms of category and word
emphases, and these are the results used on reporting on the content analysis of texts. Litkowski
(1997) points that this is exactly where the weakness of MCCA categories become obvious, since
the interpretation of the MDS analysis output is subjective and based only on the identification of
particular sets of words that distinguish the concepts in each text. If additional lexical semantic
information were used to enrich the MCCA categories then this is expected to result in achieving
greater sensitivity for the characterization of concepts and themes as well as in analysis which
would be performed based on more rigorously defined principles.
 )URPSDUWRIVSHHFKWDJVWRV\QWD[WRVHPDQWLFV
 A different approach from the ones presented so far, which incorporates syntactic and
semantic knowledge for the analysis of a corpus of free responses to open-ended questions in social
survey research, is suggested by Nazarenko HW DO (1995). Their research applies computational
linguistics techniques for tagging syntactically and semantically a corpus of answers12. This
annotated corpus is then statistically analyzed. The difference in their methodology then is that
statistical methods are used for the analysis of linguistic information as opposed to the standard
statistical analysis of words (what they call “graphic forms”) or theory-based scheme categories.
 Specifically, the following analysis procedure is followed: The first step is to partition the
corpus comprising answers to open questions according to criteria applying to interviewees, namely
age (under thirty years old, between thirty and fifty years old and above fifty years old) and
education level (high school drop-outs, high-school graduates, academic education) This
partitioning is necessary, since ‡VWDWLVWLFDO PHWKRGV FDQQRW DSSO\ WR VXFK VPDOO IUDJPHQWV RI WH[W·
(Nazarenko HWDO, 1995, p. 30). In order to characterize a given partition they attempt to capture the
forms which have a higher frequency in the partition than in the rest of a corpus. Nazarenko HWDO
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 It is worthwhile to note that the corpus used for their analysis is in fact re-used: Nazarenko HWDO (1995) are interested in
comparing the results of their approach to those of Lebart & Salem (1994) and therefore, they have worked with the same
corpus. This relates to the points raised in section 4.2. with regards to text data availability.
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(1995) use the specificity method of Lafon (1984) to identify these forms. This method calculates
the specificity 6S of a form [ being an approximation of the probability for this form to have the
frequency I in a part, given its frequency ) in the whole corpus. The specificity method can apply to
single graphemes or sequences of graphemes, containing no delimiters. In that way an 6S value is
obtained for each corpus partition for each form or idiomatic expression.
 Next, the corpus of answers is tagged with part of speech information by means of using a
probabilistic part of speech tagger. The resulting tagged corpus is manually corrected. Each word
form in the tagged corpus is associated with its lemma and morpho-syntactic tag. Therefore, each
open response is expressed as a sequence of morpho-syntactic tags which are the statistical analysis
units.
 Nazarenko HWDO (1995) are interested analyzing statistically tag sequences; statistical analysis,
however, is difficult to interpret due to the nature of the tagset, being designed specifically for
parsing purposes. The original tagset is, thus, simplified by eliminating the morphological features,
which are not relevant for the analysis, masking them in the labels of the tagged corpus. A further
modification is performed, whereby adjectives are subcategorized according to their syntactic
properties. The resulting corpus after the above modifying operations have been performed contains
a substantial amount of specificity in terms of morpho-syntactic tags and it provides an initial
indication of the important syntactic features of the corpus.
 Next step in the analysis process is segment analysis, which considers not atomized units as
the previous step, but rather patterns of categories of the tagset used. The specificity method is
applied to tags and tag segments which helps to identify the syntactic patterns which are
characteristic of the corpus. This aims at uncovering fine characteristics which are not easy - if
possible - to detect when analysis is based on graphic forms only.
 The semantic tagging of the corpus follows the segment analysis phase. Semantic tagging is
divided between terminological tagging and thematic links encoding. The first aims at connecting
nouns to their hypernyms or synonyms. Only nouns were terminologically tagged. Similar to
morpho-syntactic tagging, the purpose of semantic tagging is to enable the statistical analysis of
semantic entities and not, as in the typical content analysis, to interpret the semantic content of
graphic units.
 The groups of synonyms and hyponyms are small, independent and shallow noun hierarchies
which are encoded in a KL-ONE13 like network, where the word lemmas are the nodes, synonyms
are defined as variants of a given node and hyponyms are represented by means of subsumption, and
a semantic tag is defined as a node property. The tagging groups a hypernym and its hyponyms
under a single tag and these tags substitute then the word lemmas in a text, i.e. an open response.
 The second part of semantic tagging comprises the manual coding of the texts for thematic
information. In open response surveys it is important to detect those themes which are prominent in
the answers, since these themes are the natural candidates for items of a closed response survey.
Thematic information means the grouping of all graphic forms which introduce the same theme
under a single semantic tag. The building of thematic relations is also guided by the hierarchies
already generated by means of terminological tagging and therefore if a hypernym is assigned to a
particular theme then its hyponyms are assigned to the same theme and the thematic links of every
hyponym can be automatically derived. Thematic links are included in the noun hierarchy as new
node properties and a second semantic rule groups under the same semantic tag all word lemmas
that have been assigned to the particular thematic property.
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 Nazarenko HW DO (1995) use both manual and automatic coding: thematic links as well as
semantic features are coded manually whereas part of speech tags are not. Beside the well-known
risk for inconsistent coding as well as the large amount of time and effort required for manual
tagging, it is nevertheless worthwhile to note what advantages there exist for analysis when higher-
level linguistic information is incorporated. Nazarenko HW DO (1995) conclude that syntactic
information ‡KHOSV WREULQJRXW WKHVSHFLILFSDWWHUQVRIHDFKFDWHJRU\RI LQWHUYLHZHHV· and yields such
results‡WKDWFRXOGQRWEHHDVLO\GHULYHGIURPVWDWLVWLFVRQWKHJUDSKLFIRUPVRUHYHQRQVHJPHQWV· (p. 38).
Although they acknowledge the difficulty involved in automating semantic tagging, they conclude
that (linguistic) semantic information ‡DGYDQWDJHRXVO\GHVFULEHVVXEMHFWLYHLQIRUPDWLRQLQDV\VWHPDWLF
VWDEOHDQGH[SOLFLWZD\· (Nazarenko HWDO, 1995, p. 38).
 The generation of word groups according to hyponymy and synonymy relations and their
network representation is a convenient and advantageous way to move towards generality and at the
same time incorporate conceptual information; thus, the underlying meaning can be included in the
analysis and single dependence on word forms can be sidestepped. This methodological aspect is
promising and it will be interesting to see it applied in other content analysis contexts.
 It is not very clear what contribution the thematic links make. On the one hand, it is shown to
agree with the statistical analysis of graphic forms. On the other hand, the thematic links are
intuitive, not based on a specific context-dependent theoretical framework. Perhaps the exploitation
of general conceptual organizations (ontologies) rather than the construction of thematic links by
Nazarenko HW DO (1995) could provide a richer and objective basis for analysis, plus reduce the
effort of devising and drawing the thematic links.
 $XWRPDWLFFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVRIVSRNHQGLVFRXUVH
 Wilson & Rayson (1993) report on their methodology for automatic content analysis, which is
the result of a collaboration between a market research firm and a university center for corpus
linguistics with the aim to develop an automatic ‘content analyzer’. Noteworthy in their approach is
the mixture of linguistic and specific semantic domain tagging.
 The methodology used is as follows: interview spoken data are transcribed into machine
readable form and each text is identified by mark up in SGML and divided according to the
questions in the interview as well as features of the respondent, e.g. age, sex, social group.
Following this, a manual, minimal linguistic mark up is performed for resolving reference relations,
e.g. the antecedents of the pronouns ‘it’ and ‘they’ are explicitly provided (encoded in SGML). The
textual data are then run through a spell checker, whereby misspelled words are not matched in the
system’s lexicon.
 Automatic part of speech tagging is subsequently performed by using the CLAWS system
(Garside HWDO, 1987). The part of speech coded output forms then the input to the semantic tagging
procedure. (DFK lexical item14 in the text is tagged with a semantic tag. These semantic tags are
loosely based (although now modified) on Tom McArthur’s Longman of Contemporary English
(McArthur, 1981) on the ground that this ‡DSSHDUHG WR RIIHU WKH PRVW DSSURSULDWH WKHVDXUXV W\SH
FODVVLILFDWLRQ RI ZRUG VHQVHV IRU WKLV NLQG RI DQDO\VLV· (Wilson & Rayson, 1993). This phase of
semantic tagging uses a lexicon which consists of lexical items each of which has one syntactic tag
and one or more semantic tags assigned to it. Structurally ambiguous words, e.g. ‘offer’ as a verb
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 KL-ONE is a knowledge representation language.
14
 Closed class words such as prepositions, conjunctions, etc. and proper nouns are assigned a tag which indicates a grammatical
‘bin’ category. Apart from proper nouns the other words are not taken into account for the final statistical analysis.
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and as a noun, are duplicated with a separate entry for each part of speech category. For the
semantic tagging of the textual data then both word form (or stem) and part of speech category are
used.
 Some automatic disambiguation is performed for those words which have been assigned more
than one semantic tag. This is done by means of weighting by domain of discourse and augmented
with a rank ordering of sense likelihood for the language as a whole, but in general the resulting
disambiguation is not satisfactory enough. Manual post-editing takes place for the remaining
ambiguously tagged as well as unmatched items.
 A significant aspect of the approach reported by Wilson & Rayson (1993) it the exploitation
of a sample corpus of market research interviews for the development of specific rules for linking
negative words to the items they negate, linking modifiers to adjectives or adjectives to the nouns
they modify. For the rule development they extract recurrent sequences of part of speech tags and
check the incidence of the relevant links. These links form chains of relationships linking, for
instance, the modifiers with the relevant adjectives, so that when frequencies of a particular tag are
provided, frequency of a word together with a particular modifier is also provided so that WKH
TXDOLWDWLYHDVSHFWLVQRWORVWLQWU\LQJWROXPSERRVWHUVWRJHWKHULQQXPHULFDOYDOXH (Wilson & Rayson,
1993).
 Wilson & Rayson’s approach stands in contrast to keyword analysis methodologies, where
mere frequency counts on the content categories for the texts being studied are provided, which,
however are not informative about the which items particular adjectives refer to, or whether and
how adjectives are modified by intensifiers or downtoners, and whether or not assertions are
negated. In addition, it attempts to use linguistic information and and apply natural language
processing techniques in order to extract ‘relational’ information which holds between different
grammatical categories.
 0DSDQDO\VLV
 Map analysis (Carley 1993, Carley & Palmquist, 1992) is a class of methods which focus not
only on analyzing textual data according to a set of categories or concepts - which is the typical in
content analysis - but, also, on the relationships between the defined categories. In that sense, map
analysis subsumes content analysis.
 A software program that assists this type of analysis is the MECA toolkit. We shall not
describe the program here, but rather focus on the new element map analysis brings in our analysis
survey so far, namely the incorporation of relational information between concepts, both as
definition as well as their frequency of occurrence.
 Carley’s reported analysis interests concern the determination of the similarity or the ways of
difference between large numbers of texts across subject or across time, concentrating on comparing
coded texts. Although word usage distribution across texts or text similarity in terms of the
proportions of types of words can be addressed by taking a content analytic approach, Carley (1988)
argues that ‡WKHIRFXVRQFRQFHSWVLPSOLFLWWRWUDGLWLRQDOFRQWHQWDQDO\VLVRIWHQUHVXOWVLQDQRYHUHVWLPDWLRQ
RI WKH VLPLODULW\ RI WH[WV EHFDXVH PHDQLQJ LV QHJOHFWHG· (p. 79). Similar to the linguistics-based
approaches (e.g. Roberts, 1989, Franzosi, 1987), Carley argues that it is necessary to preserve the
semantic and syntactic structure of the text, and for that purpose it is necessary to examine and code
also how concepts are related and not just how they covary across texts.
 The basic goal of map analysis is, given a set of texts and a set of concepts, to determine for
each text whether and which of these concepts occur, as well as the relationships between these
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occurring concepts. Detecting similarities and differences in the content and structure of texts may
be assisted by frequency of co-occurrence information and estimations and differences of the
distribution of concepts and the relationships among them across texts.
 Crucial in map analysis is what a concept and a relationship is: a concept can be a word, a
phrase or a fact. Concepts can be organized into types and can be hierarchically organized in sub-
concepts (narrower concepts) or super-concepts (broader concepts). A relationship is a tie or a
connection between concepts and it can be a single word or a clause, e.g. ORYHV, OHVVOLNHO\WKDQ, etc.
Relationships have “VWUHQJWK·, “VLJQ·, “GLUHFWLRQ· (in Carley, 1993 or “GLUHFWLRQDOLW\· in Carley,
1988) and “PHDQLQJ·, and different relationships diffe according to them. Strength denotes the level
of emphasis of a relationship; for example ORYHV is stronger than OLNHV or JRRG is not as strong as
YHU\ JRRG. Sign denotes the difference between positive and negative relationships between
concepts; GRHVQRWORYH indicates a negative relationship. Direction denotes whether a relationship is
unidirectional or bi-directional. Furthermore it indicates the direction of the relation between two
concepts: in the phrase 3HWHUSKRQHG\RX the direction of the relation is from 3HWHU to \RX, whereas
in the phrase <RXSKRQHG3HWHU the relation goes from <RX to 3HWHU. Finally, two relationships vary
in meaning if their respective verbal phrases denote different processes, e.g. possessive (has),
emotional (love), etc. Two concepts and the relationship holding between them comprise a
statement.
 By means of the above, using map analytic techniques in text analysis results in a network of
interrelated information with the concepts being the nodes of the network and the relationships the
ties, with their particular ‘values’, being the ties between nodes. The amount of information to be
recorded for each relationship is the researcher’s choice. More specifically, the analyst can choose
to simply record that a tie exists between two concepts, which implies that two relationships have
the same strength, directionality, sign and meaning. Or, alternatively, the analyst may decide to
record the differences in all or some of the relationship values for strength, sign, direction and
meaning. Naturally, the more information to be recorded, the more time-consuming and
complicated the coding task becomes. Nevertheless, preserving a large amount of information,
clearly enables more detailed comparisons.
 It was mentioned earlier that map analysis subsumes content analysis This is advantageous,
since one can combine the techniques of both methods or move from map analysis to more
traditional content analysis using the coded data obtained from map analysis. Moreover, the analyst
can alternate between abstracting from texts by analyzing statistically the coded texts and remaining
close to the textual data and examining what specific concepts occur in text and with what specific
relations are they connected to each other.
 Unlike computer-assisted content analysis with fully automatic coding mode, map analysis is
harder to automate, since the coding of the relationships is harder to automate.
 A significant feature of map analysis techniques is that they offer a solution for analyzing
texts not only in terms of the concepts which they entail, the frequency of occurrence and the
distribution of these concepts in text and their statistical interpretation, but also in terms of the
connections there exist between these concepts. It is argued by Carley (1988) that map analysis ‡LV
GLVWLQFW IURP RWKHU DSSURDFKHV XVHG WR DQDO\]H WH[W EHFDXVH LW LV EDVHG RQ D FRJQLWLYHO\ PRWLYDWHG
NQRZOHGJHUHSUHVHQWDWLRQVFKHPHDQGDFRJQLWLYHWKHRU\RINQRZOHGJHDQGEHFDXVHLWH[WUDFWVPHDQLQJDV
RSHUDWLRQDO GHILQLWLRQ·(p. 219). It would be worthwhile to investigate the possibility of using
language-based ontologies or lexico-semantic networks for supporting the construction of the
conceptual scheme and the relations holding between concepts which will be used for analysis as
well as for partly automating the coding task.
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 $SSOLFDWLRQRIVHPDQWLFWH[WJUDPPDUV
 As the last method of approach we present Franzosi’s (1989, 1990b, 1995, 1997) application
of semantic text grammars as coding schemes. Although termed by Franzosi “computer-assisted”,
this approach can be categorized rather under manual content analysis (see Section 2.1). Neither
automatic coding nor integration of manual and automatic coding procedures are used; rather by
computer-assisted one should understand the use of a computational environment to record and
support the coding performed by coders. Although this report aims at presenting computer-assisted
analysis methodologies, we believe that it is of benefit to include in this presentation this particular
method of approach for the following reasons: (i) it presents a different framework, namely
semantic text grammars for coding text, whereby the connection between specific categories is also
coded, (ii) it contrasts with the map analysis approach (section 5.7), in that the relations are
linguistic and not cognitive and (iii) it exploits text type information for more efficient coding.
 The formal application of semantic text grammars (for text grammars see van Dijk 1972) in
the quantification of textual (narrative) data is proposed by Franzosi as a powerful tool for content
analysis (Franzosi 1989, 1990a,1990b, 1995, 1997). Franzosi's text analysis interests lie in
collective action research and his textual data are newspaper texts. In such research one is
concerned with what kinds of actions are reported in the texts, and what type of actors perform these
actions. To determine this, events and event characteristics must be extracted and analyzed.
Analysis techniques which focus on keyword search or theme determination are not sufficient for
his analysis purposes, since the collation of information into specific events is not possible. As
exemplified in Franzosi (1990b) “LI WKH ZRUG ‡VWULNH· DSSHDUV LQ WHQ GLIIHUHQW LQSXW GRFXPHQWV KRZ
PDQ\VWULNHVFDQRQHDFWXDOO\FRXQW"” (pp. 230-231).
 Some of the problems which ‘traditional’ coding schemes in content analysis pose and which
necessitate a different approach are presented in Franzosi (1989):
• inability to explicitly code the connections between categories; for collective action research
this means that it is difficult to relate specific actors to specific actions.
• Highly abstract nature of scheme categories; due to this fact, there is loss of both richness and
specificity: concept or words denoting ‘micro-actions’ such as FKHHU, SLFNHW, KDQGRXWOHDIOHWV
are all subsumed under the general (macro-action) category VWULNH.
• Highly abstract coding schemes increase the possibility of the human coders to make
theoretical judgments in interpreting the text and thus may increase the risk for subjective
interpretation.
• Dependency of schemes categories and their level of aggregation on the specific theoretical
concerns of the researcher who designed them.
• As a consequence of the dependency of the coding scheme to the specific researcher and
analysis goals, the coding scheme is not reusable for secondary or further analysis in order to
study those questions which result after the first analysis.
 An analysis methodology is, therefore, required which not only codes explicitly the
connections between categories, but comprises, also, a coding scheme which does not carry
theoretical bias, is general enough to enable secondary analysis, and allows detailed categorization.
For that purpose Franzosi proposes using a linguistics-based coding scheme. Given that Franzosi’s
main research concern lies in the kinds of actions specific actors perform, that is with events, one
requires a “PHWKRGRORJ\WKDWDOORZVXVWRH[WUDFWIXQFWLRQDOFDWHJRULHVLHSURSHUWLHVRIHYHQWVIURPWKH
ZKROHWH[WVHJIURPDQHZVSDSHUDUWLFOHRUDSROLFHUHSRUWRUIURPDVHULHVRIWH[WVRQDQHYHQWUDWKHU
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WKDQV\QWDFWLFDOFDWHJRULHVIURPHDFKVHQWHQFHLQWKHWH[W:HZDQWWRUHDGWH[WVHOHFWLYHO\SLFNLQJXSRQO\
FHUWDLQ WKHPDWLFXQLWVDQGFHUWDLQVHPDQWLFVWUXFWXUHVDQG OHDYLQJ WKHUHVWEHKLQG· (Franzosi, 1989, p.
270).
 Franzosi takes semantic text grammars as a means to represent functional information on
collective events. The grammar is represented as a set of rewrite rules. An event is defined “DVDVHW
RI DFWLRQV SHUIRUPHG DW D SDUWLFXODU SODFH DQG WLPH E\ VRPH DFWRUV DJDLQVW RU LQ IDYRU RI VRPH RWKHU
DFWRUV” (Franzosi, 1989, p. 276). The text grammar is based on a simple subject/action/object
structure (with possible modifiers), called ‘semantic triplet’ (Franzosi, 1997, p. 136). The semantic
triplets are the building blocks of the semantic text grammar which is used for collecting data for
the collective action analysis. These semantic triplets can be further aggregated into higher level
structures with events being one of them.
 Events and the different characteristics of actors and actions are all formally represented in a
series of rewrite rules. For example, the rewrite the rules for events and semantic triplet are:
 <event> → [{<comment>}] {<semantic triplet>} {<document key>}
 <semantic triplet> → [{<comment>}] {<subject>} {<action>} [{<object>}] {<document key>}
 The first rule defines that the nonterminal symbol <event> can be rewritten as one or more
sets of semantic triplets. The nonterminal symbol <semantic triplet> is the combination of
one or more subjects, actions and objects15. Rules of this kind comprise the semantic text grammar
which Franzosi uses data collection and the testing of specifcic hypotheses related to his research
theme. The texts are encoded according to the grammar and prepared for statistical analysis using a
relational database.16
 A point which separates this approach from the others presented so far is that when using
semantic texts grammars for coding and analysis, the particular type of discourse or the genre the
texts belong to, is taken into account. This is in the form of the text grammar including different
levels of aggregation of individual-level information or a different number of modifiers for each
symbol of the triplets, or a different vocabulary. For example, in Franzosi’s analysis of collective
action as reported in newspaper texts the highest aggregation level is the campaign, but if one were
interested in analyzing life histories the highest level of aggregation may be the life of an individual,
with the childhood, adulthood, etc. phases comprising the lower levels.
 Furthermore, it is suggested that textual organization information about a collected body of
texts - in Franzosi’s work the “deep schema of news report” (Franzosi, 1995, p. 158)17 - can be used
to increase the efficiency of analysis. Franzosi uses the deep schema of news reports suggested by
van Dijk (1988) according to which a news report comprises both a summary and a story, the story
comprising further a situation and comments. A situation comprises episode and background with
the episode comprising both main events and consequences while the background comprises
context, i.e. previous events, circumstances, and history. The efficiency of analysis may be
increased (without loss of information) by not coding those parts of a report where information is
duplicated, i.e. summary and background: “(DFKQHZDUWLFOHLQDVHWUHSRUWVWKHQHZHVWGHYHORSPHQWRI
                                                          
15
 The nonterminal symbol object in the rewrite rule for semantic triplets is enclosed in square brackets, indicating in that way
that it is optional.
16
 For data entering the MS-DOS program PC-ACE (Program for Computer-Assisted Coding of Events) is used (Franzosi,
1990b). PC-ACE combines a front-end with a relational database management system. A data matrix of occurrences of
relations among actors, actions, etc. within each event type can be produced.
17
 For the notion of schema see van Dijk (1988).
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DQRQJRLQJHYHQWRUDVHULHVRIHYHQWV7KH ORQJHUDQHYHQW ODVWV WKHPRUH OLNHO\ WKDW WKH EDFNJURXQG
VHFWLRQRIDUWLFOHVGHDOLQJZLWKWKHHYHQWEHFRPHLQFUHDVLQJO\UHSHWLWLRXV,IDUHVHDUFKHU
VLQWHUHVWOLHV
LQWKHKLVWRULFDOXQIROGLQJRIHYHQWVUDWKHUWKDQLQQHZVSDSHUUHSRUWLQJSUDFWLFHVPRVWRIWKHLQIRUPDWLRQ
ODEHOHGDVEDFNJURXQGLQYDQ’LMN
VVFKHPDVKRXOGEHVNLSSHGSURYLGHGLWKDGDOUHDG\EHHQFRGHGIURPD
SUHYLRXV DUWLFOH 7KLV ZRXOG OHDG WR JUHDW VDYLQJV LQ FRGLQJ WLPH 7KHPRUH LQIRUPDWLRQ RI DQ DUWLFOH LV
UHSHWLWLRXVRISUHYLRXVDUWLFOHVWKHPRUHWLPHZLOOEHVDYHG” (Franzosi 1995, p. 159).
 Evidently, for the particular type of research, analysis aims and domain of research reported in
Franzosi (1989, 1990a, 1990b,1995 and 1997), using semantic text grammars provides a solution
for coding and extracting relevant information for the particular analyses. In comparison to
traditional coding schemes, even very sophisticated ones, a text grammar provides explicit and rich
information about the connections between the categories, a requisite for various research topics and
not only collective action research. The mode of coding of this approach is computer-supported:
coding is performed on-line and the computer provides an environment for fast and reliable coding.
In fact, Franzosi considers impossible to automate the suggested coding: “RQO\ KXPDQ EHLQJV FDQ
SHUIRUP WKH SDUVLQJ UHTXLUHGE\ VHPDQWLF JUDPPDUV 7KHDSSURDFK WR OLQJXLVWLFVEDVHG FRQWHQW DQDO\VLV
GHVFULEHGLQWKHDUWLFOHLVEDVHGRQKXPDQLQSXW7KHFRPSXWHUSURYLGHVRQO\DQHQYLURQPHQWZKHUHFRGLQJ
LVIDVWHUHDVLHUDQGPRUHUHOLDEOH· (Franzosi 1990b, p. 232).
 One may nevertheless consider the possibility of providing some automatic support for such
coding. Based on the provided grammar and on a pre-coded, ‘test’ text corpus, one could attempt to
build in semi-automatic procedures, where the system makes a suggestion and the coder accepts or
modifies it. To what degree this would be cost-effective would have to be investigated.
 With regards to the particular words or phrases denoting types of action (as with the example
of the word ‘strike’), it would be interesting to see how far one could exploit lexical/semantic word
nets containing relational information for the different types of actions, or a linguistics-based
ontology for defining and categorizing different types of processes (verbs) and the different types of
actors they involve in order to have a rich and general language framework for the coding (and in
effect the acquisition of) events, as well as a basis to attempt to automate partly the laborious work
of coding.
 There is a degree of overlap of the particular output of Franzosi’s analysis to that of
information extraction systems (see MUC-3, MUC-5, Grishman & Sundheim, 1996), which are
tested and evaluated for the analysis of and the extraction of facts from news wire messages.
Perhaps a further point of investigation would be to see whether, and, if so, how informative for the
specific analysis purposes resources and techniques employed for information extraction systems
may be.
 Finally, the suggested approach, where deep schema or textual structure information is
incorporated, seems to concentrate fully on text corpora containing texts of a single text type. An
interesting investigation, would be to test its transferability and the degree of its cost-effectiveness
to such analysis where text material belonging to different text types is analyzed.
 &RQFOXVLRQV
 All the surveyed methods of approach require that the text analyst make choices that affect
how the texts are interpreted and the potential results. As a consequence each approach presented
has its advantages and disadvantages. Although each may be unique in its own aspects, each one of
them may prove not to be appropriate for every text analysis task. Different research questions and
application contexts require or motivate different analysis techniques. Whereas one method might
work perfectly for a given research goal it might be poor for another. The development of the
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methods of approach surveyed in this report is not independent from the research context analysis
goals each analyst defined.
 Furthermore, it is becoming apparent nowadays that with the current technological
developments, the higher degree of hardware availability and the easy of access to mahine-readable
text, computer-assisted text analysis is not restricted to only automatized or manual mode. As Stone
(1997, p. 50) observes ‡7HFKQRORJ\QRORQJHUFRQVWUDLQVUHVHDUFKHUVWRRQHRUDQRWKHUPRGHRIDQDO\VLV
,QVWHDGLWLVIHDVLEOHWRFRQVLGHUDSODWIRUPRIGHVNWRSFRPSXWHUWH[WDQDO\VLVFDSDELOLWLHVWKDWDOORZVWKH
UHVHDUFKHUVWRGUDZXSRQVHTXHQFHVRISURFHGXUHVWKDWEHVWVXLWWKHLUSURFOLYLWLHVWRIROORZXSRQOHDGVDV
WKH\XQFRYHUWH[WXDOSDWWHUQVDQGWRFKHFNWKHYDOLGLW\RIWKHLUGLVFRYHULHV·Moreover, the qualitative-
quantitative distinction is becoming less clear with the researchers having the means to complement
each approach and profit from a combination of the advantages of both.
 With the growing availability of information communicated electronically nowadays text
analysis is becoming steadily important for discovering meaning. With computers becoming
increasingly accessible and with the development and availability of more sophisticated software in
the last decade the computer-assisted content analysis has been employed and been put under test as
a text interpretation tool.
 The methods of approach presented in this report show, however, that computer-assisted text
analysis as a general tool needs to move on from simply analyzing surface forms as well as from
neglecting or disregarding the connectivity of words toward  incorporating meaning in order to be
able to answer different and complicated questions about meaning, strengthen the inferential
potential text analysis offers, as well as expand its scope with regards to different kinds
investigations.
 The ‘standard’ categorization scheme which is used to code relevant units of information
consists of categories, each of which is assigned a name which is only heuristic in nature and has no
meaning apart from the semantic interpretation the analyst has attached to it. Although the
categories of a scheme may appear internally consistent in that there is some underlying similarity
between the words belonging to a category, this is only subjective and partial to the language.
Therefore, means to incorporate more general and formal conceptual categorizations are required.
Furthermore, the relations existing between words are necessary for ‘deeper’ kinds of analysis and
therefore syntactic parsers, semantic analyzers, ontologies, etc. are some of the tools or resources to
incorporate.
 By including contextual and semantic information or different kinds of tagging such as, for
instance, part of speech or tagging of anaphoric references, recent computer-assisted content
analysis projects demonstrate the necessity to have available and benefit from additional linguistic
meta-information in order to be able to ask interesting or ‘meaningful’ questions about ‘meaning’.
Using linguistic information is not a new idea; we have discussed how content analysts have
anticipated linguistics to assist in the content analysis task (section 3.2). What is new, however, is
the actual testing and attempt to determine what kinds of information are possible or relevant and
the methodology for exploiting these kinds.
 As an intellectual exercise it may be interesting to theorize about a method and its potential
merits, put to test it, put it into praxis and profit from its advantages we need the software to realize
the methodology. The computational considerations concern the development of software to support
analysis in a flexible and user- friendly manner, general enough to be suitable for the different types
of computer-assisted text analysis, enabling sophisticated modeling of textual data as well as coding
according to one categorization scheme or more than one. Moreover, such software needs to support
the inclusion of linguistic information either by means of dynamically calling external (to the text
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analysis application) programs or storing and flexibly manipulating such information in addition to
the data. Furthermore, such computer-assisted text analysis software is needed which can support in
an integrated and flexible manner both the circular process of quantitative analysis and qualitative
interpretation as well as accommodate the different kinds of meta-information required for deeper
analysis. This poses serious technical requirements for complex and nevertheless user-friendly
systems, but also for data modeling.
 Future developments to advance computer-assisted analysis encourage a cooperation between
disciplinary fields, realized in terms of knowledge transfer and interchange as well as
complementation given that different kinds of expertise in, for example, linguistics and language
engineering, computer and information science, mathematics, knowledge engineering, the social
sciences and the humanities, are required. The development of systems for computer-assisted text
analysis needs to be a multi-disciplinary effort if it is not to either repeat old processes dressed up in
new ‘technological’ attire or have to re-discover knowledge which is already there. Computer-
assisted text analysis expands over a broad disciplinary scope touching upon diferernt application
and research fields as well as research goals. Isolated research with regards to both methodology of
analysis and building of the tools to support the analysis is both cost- and intellectually-ineffective.
 Specifically, the following are some suggestions for expertise and techniques which a future
computer-assisted analysis software may incorporate and support:
• incorporation of lexical-semantic information
• transfer of natural language processing techniques related to both thesaurus and dictionary
modeling and construction
• incorporation of more general dictionaries or concept networks
• (multi-level) linguistic information, e.g. morphological, syntactic, semantic, contextual
analysis
• manipulation, management and maintenance of categorization schemes
• different manipulations and views of codings
• data visualization techniques
• modeling of textual data.
 Naturally, no analyst or social scientist employing computer-assisted text analysis can achieve
that on her own. However, the odds that social scientists engaged in fruitful dialogue with
information scientists, programmers, linguists, humanists are higher and better for achieving this
goal.
 Note that software considerations have been only indirectly discussed in this report. A critical
review of currently available systems and an examination of their merits as well as their lacking
features is further needed.
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